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“Common Sense About the War” 


By George Bernard Shaw. 


“ Let a Huropean war break out—the war, 
perhaps, between the Triple Alliance and the 
Triple Entente, which so many journalists 
and politicians in England and Germany con- 
template with criminal levity. If the com- 
batants prove to be equally balanced, it may, 
after the first battles, smoulder on for thirty 
years. What will be the population of Lon- 
don, or Manchester, or Chemnitz, or Bremen, 
or Milan, at the end of it??? (‘‘ The Great 
Society,’’ by Graham Wallas. June, 1914.) 


(Copyright, 1914, 
By The New York Times Company.) 


4 ] \HE time has now come to pluck 
up courage and begin to talk 
and write soberly about. the 
war. At first the mere horror 

of it stunned the more thoughtful of 

us; and even now only those,who are 
not in actual contact with or bereaved 
relation to its heartbreaking wreckage 

; can think *sanely about it; or endure to 

hear others discuss it coolly. As to the 

thoughtless, well, not for a moment dare 

I suggest that for the first few weeks 

they were all scared out of their wits; 

for I know too well that the British 
civilian does not allow his perfect cour- 
age to be questioned; only experienced 
soldiers and foreigners are allowed the 
infirmity of fear. But they certainly 
were—shall I say a little upset? They 
felt in that solemn hour that England 
was lost if only one single traitor in 
their midst let slip the truth about any- 
thing in the universe. It was a perilous 
time for me. I do not hold my tongue 
easily; and my inborn dramatic faculty 

‘and professional -habit as a playwright 

prevent me from taking a one-sided 

view even when the most probable re- 
sult of taking a many-sided one is 
prompt lynching. Besides, until Home 

Rule emerges from its present  sus- 


I. 


oa 


pended animation, I shall retain my 
Irish capacity for criticising England 
with something of the detachment of a 
foreigner, and perhaps with a certain 
slightly malicious taste for taking the 
conceit out of her. Lord Kitchener 
made a mistake the other day in rebuk- 
ing the Irish volunteers for not rallying 
faster to the defense of “ their country.” 
They do not regard it as their country 
yet. He should have asked them to 
come forward as usual and help poor 
old England through a stiff fight. Then 
it would have been all right. . 


Having thus frankly confessed my 
bias, which you can allow for as'a rifle- 
man allows for the wind, I give my 
views for what they are worth. They 
will be of some use; because, however 
blinded I may be by prejudice or per- 
versity, my prejudices in this matter are 
not those which blind the British patriot, 
and therefore I am fairly sure to see 
some things that have not yet peek 
him. 


And first, I do not see this war as 
one which has welded Governments and 
peoples into complete and sympathetic 
solidarity as against the common enemy. 
I see the people of England united in a 
fierce detestation and defiance of the 
views and acts of Prussian Junkerism. 
And I see the German people stirred to 
the depths by a similar antipathy to 
English Junkerism, and anger at the 
apparent treachery and duplicity of the 
attack made on them by us in their 
extremest peril from France and Russia. 
I see both nations duped, but alas! not 
quite unwillingly duped, by their Jun- 
kers and Militarists into wreaking on 
one another the wrath they should have 
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spent in destroying Junkerism and Mili- 
tarism in their own country. And I see 
the Junkers and Militarists of England 
and Germany jumping at the chance 


they have longed for in vain for many 
years of smashing one another and es- 
tablishing their own oligarchy as the 
dominant military power in the world. 
No doubt the heroic remedy for this 
tragic misunderstanding is that both 
armies should shoot their officers and 
go home to gather in their harvests in 
the villages and make a revolution in 
the towns; and though this is not at 
present a practicable solution, it must 
be frankly mentioned, because it or 
something like it is always a possibility 
in a defeated conscript army if its com- 
manders push it beyond human endur- 
ance when its eyes are opening to the 
fact that in murdering its neighbours it 
is biting off its nose to vex its face, be- 
sides riveting the intolerable yoke of 
Militarism and Junkerism more tightly 
than ever on its own neck. But there is 
no chance—or, as our Junkers would put 
it, no danger—of our soldiers yielding 
to such an ecstasy of common sense. 
They have enlisted voluntarily; they are 
not defeated nor likely to be; their com- 
munications are intact and their meals 
reasonably punctual; they are as pug- 
nacious as their officers; and in fight- 
ing Prussia they are fighting a more 
deliberate, conscious, tyrannical, person- 
ally insolent, and dangerous Militarism 
than their own. Still, even for a volun- 
tary professional army, that possibility 
exists, just as for the civilian there is 
a limit beyond which taxation, bank- 
ruptcy, privation, terror, and incon- 
venience cannot be pushed without revo- 
lution or a social dissolution more ruin- 
ous than submission to conquest. I men- 
tion all this, not to make myself wan- 
tonly disagreeable, but because military 
persons, thinking naturally that there is 
nothing like leather, are now talking of 
this war as likely to become a perma- 
nent institution like the Chamber of 
Horrors at Madame Tussaud’s, forget- 
ting, I think, that the rate of consump- 
tion maintained by modern military 
operations is much greater relatively to 


the highest possible rate of production 
maintainable under the restrictions of 
war time than it has ever been before. 


The Day of Judgment. 


The European settlement at the end 
of the war will be effected, let us hope, 
not by a regimental mess of fire-eaters 
sitting around an up-ended drum in a 
vanquished Berlin or Vienna, but by 
some sort of Congress in which all the 
Powers (including, very importantly, the . 
United States of America) will be rep- 
resented. Now I foresee a certain dan- 
ger of our being taken by surprise at 
that Congress, and making ourselves un- 
necessarily difficult and unreasonable, 
by presenting ourselves to it in the char- 
acter of Injured Innocence. We shall 
not be accepted in that character. Such 
a Congress will most certainly regard 
us as being, next to the Prussians (if it 
makes even that exception), the most 
quarrelsome people in the universe. I 
am quite conscious of the surprise and 
scandal this anticipation may cause 
among my more highminded (hochnae- 
sig, the Germans call it) readers. Let 
me therefore break it gently by expatiat- 
ing for a while on the subject of Junker- 
ism and Militarism generally, and on the 
history of the literary -propaganda of 
war between England and Potsdam 
which has been going on openly for the 
last forty years on both sides. I beg 
the patience of my readers during this 
painful operation. If it becomes un- 
bearable, they can always put the paper 
down and relieve themselves by calling 
the Kaiser Attila and Mr. Keir Hardie 
a traitor twenty times or so. Then they 
will feel, I hope, refreshed enough to 
resume. For, after all, abusing the 
Kaiser or Keir Hardie or me will not 
hurt the Germans, whereas a clearer 
view of the political situation will cer- 
tainly help us. Besides, I do not believe 
that the trueborn Englishman in his 
secret soul relishes the pose of Injured 
Innocence any more than I do myself. 
He puts it on only because he is told 
that it is respectable. 


Junkers All. - 
What is a Junker? Is it a German 
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officer of twenty-three, with offensive 
manners, and a habit of cutting down 
innocent civilians with his sabre? Some- 
times; but not at all exclusively that or 
anything like that. Let us resort to the 
dictionary. I turn to the Encyclopae- 
disches Woerterbuch of Muret Sanders. 
Excuse its quaint German-English. 


Junker—Young nobleman, younker, 
lording, country squire, country gentle- 
man, squirearch. Junkerberrschaft — 
squirearchy, landocracy. Junkerleben= 
life of a country gentleman, (figura- 
tively) a jolly life. Junkerpartei—coun- 
try party. Junkerwirtschaft—doings of 
the country party. 

- Thus we see that the Junker is by no 
means peculiar to Prussia. We may 
claim to produce the article in a per- 
fection that may well make Germany 
despair of ever surpassing us in that 
line. Sir Edward Grey is a Junker from 


his topmost hair to the tips of his toes; 


and Sir Edward is a charming man, in- 
capable of cutting down even an Oppo- 
sition front bencher, or of telling a Ger- 
man he intends to have him shot. Lord 
Cromer is a Junker. Mr. 
Churchill is an odd and not disagreeable 
compound of Junker and Yankee: his 
- frank anti-German pugnacity is enor- 
mously more popular than the moral 
babble (Milton’s phrase) of his sancti- 
monious colleagues. He is a bumptious 
and jolly Junker, just as Lord Curzon 
is an uppish Junker. I need not string 
out the list. In these islands the Junker 
is literally all over the shop. 

It is very difficult for anyone who is 
not either a Junker or a successful bar- 
rister to get into. an English Cabinet, 
no matter which party is in power, or 
to avoid resigning when we strike up 
the drum. The Foreign Office is a Jun- 
ker Club. Our governing classes are 
overwhelmingly Junker: all who are not 
Junkers are riff-raff whose only claim 
to their position is the possession of 
ability of some sort: mostly ability to 

._ make money. And, of course, the Kaiser 
is a Junker, though less true-blue than 
the Crown Prince, and much less auto- 
cratic than Sir Edward Grey, who, with- 
out consulting us, sends us to war by a 


Winston 


word to an ambassador and pledges all 
our wealth to his foreign allies by a 
stroke of his pen. 


What Is a Militarist? 


Now that we know what a Junker is, 
let us have a look at the Militarists. A 
Militarist is a person who believes that 
all real power is the power to kill, and 
that Providence is on the side of the big 
battalions. The most famous Militarist 
at present, thanks to the zeal with which 
we have bought and quoted his book, is 
General Friedrich von Bernhardi. But 
we cannot allow the General to take 
precedence of our own writers as a Mili- 
tarist propagandist. I am old enough 
to remember the beginning of the anti- 
German phase of that very ancient prop- | 
aganda in England. The Franco-Prus- 
sian war of 1870-1871 left Europe very 
much taken aback. Up to that date 


- nobody was afraid of Prussia, though 


everybody was a little afraid of France; 
and we were keeping “buffer States” 
between ourselves and Russia in the east. 
Germany had indeed beaten Denmark; 
but then Denmark was a little State, 
and was abandoned in her hour of need 
by those who should have helped her, 
to the great indignation of Ibsen. Ger- 
many had also beaten Austria; but 
somehow everybody seems able to beat 
Austria, though nobody seems able to 
draw the moral that defeats do not mat- 
ter as much as the Militarists think, 
Austria being as important as _ ever. 
Suddenly Germany beat France right 
down into the dust, by the exercise of 
an organized efficiency in war of which 
nobody up to then had any conception. 
There .was not a State in Europe that 
did not say to itself: ‘“ Good Heavens! 
what would happen if she attacked us? ” 
We in England thought of our old-fash- 
jioned army and our _ old-fashioned 
commander George Ranger (of Cam- 
bridge), and our War Office- with 
its Crimean tradition of imbecility; and 
we shook in our shoes. But we were not 
such fools as to leave it at that. We 
soon produced the first page of the 
Bernhardian literature: an anonymous 
booklet entitled The Battle of Dorking. 
It was not the first page of English 
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Militarist literature: you have only to 
turn back to the burst of glorification 
of war which heralded the silly Crimean 


campaign (Tennyson’s Maud is a sur- 
viving sample) to find paeans to Mars 
which would have made Treitschke blush 
(perhaps they did) ; but it was the first 
page in which it was assumed as a mat- 
ter of course that Germany and not 
France or Russia was England’s natural 
enemy. The Battle of Dorking had an 
enormous sale; and the wildest guesses 
were current as to its authorship. And 
its moral was “To arms; or the Ger- 
mans will besiege London as they be- 
sieged Paris.” From that time until the 
present, the British propaganda of war 
with Germany has never ceased. The 
lead given by The Battle of Dorking 
was taken up by articles in the daily 
press and the magazines. Later on came 
the Jingo fever (anti-Russian, by the 
way; but let us not mention that just 
now), Stead’s Truth About the Navy, 
Mr. Spenser Wilkinson, the suppression 
of the Channel Tunnel, Mr. Robert 
Blatchford, Mr. Garvin, Admiral Maxse, 
Mr. Newbolt, Mr. Rudyard Kipling, The 
National Review, Lord Roberts, the Navy 
League, the imposition of an Imperialist 
Foreign Secretary on the Liberal Cabi- 
net, Mr. Wells’s War in the Air (well 
worth re-reading just now), and the 
Dreadnoughts. Throughout all. these 
agitations the enemy, the villain of the 
piece, the White Peril, was Prussia and 
her millions of German conscripts. At 
first, in The Battle of Dorking phase, 
the note was mainly defensive. But 
from the moment when the Kaiser be- 
gan to copy our Armada policy by build- 
ing a big fleet, the anti-German agita- 
tion became openly aggressive; and the 
ery that the German fleet or ours must 
sink, and that a war between England 
and Germany was bound to come some 
day, speedily ceased to be merely a cry 
with our Militarists and became an 
axiom with them. And what our Mili- 
tarists said our Junkers echoed; and our 
Junker diplomatists played for. The 
story of how they manoeuvred to hem 
Germany and Austria in with an Anglo- 
Franco-Russian combination will be 


"found told with soldierly directness and 


with the proud candor of a man who 
can see things from his own side only 
in the article by Lord Roberts in the 
current number of The Hibbert Journal 
(October, 1914). There you shall see 
also, after the usual nonsense about 
Nietzsche, the vision of “ British ad- 
ministrators bearing the White Man’s 
Burden,” of “young men, fresh from | 
the public schools of Britain, coming 
eagerly forward to carry on the high 
traditions of Imperial Britain in each 
new dependency which comes under our 
care,” of “our fitness as an Imperial 
race,” of “a great task committed to 
us by Providence,” of “the will to con- 
quer that has never failed us,” of our 
task of “assuming control of one-fifth 
of the earth’s surface and the care of 
one in five of all the inhabitants of the 
world.” Not a suggestion that the in- 
habitants of the world are perhaps able 
to take care of themselves. Not even a 
passing recollection when that White 
Man’s Burden is in question that the 
men outside the British Empire, and 
even inside the German Empire, are by 
no means exclusively black. Only the 
sancta simplicitas that glories in “the 
proud position of England,” the “ sym- 
pathy, tolerance, prudence and benevo- 
lence of our rule” in the east (as shown, 
the Kaiser is no doubt sarcastically re- 
marking, in the Delhi sedition trial), the 
chivalrous feeling that it is our highest 
duty to save the world from the horrible 
misfortune of being governed by any- 
body but those young men fresh from 
the public schools of Britain. Change 
the words Britain and British to Ger- 
many and German, and the Kaiser will 
sign the article with enthusiasm. His 
opinion, his attitude (subject to that 
merely verbal change) word for word. 


Six of One: Half-a-Dozen of The Other. 


Now, please observe that I do not say 
that the agitation was unreasonable. I 
myself steadily advocated the formation 
of a formidable armament, and ridiculed 
the notion that we, who are wasting 
hundreds of millions annually on idlers 
and wasters, could not easily afford 
double, treble, quadruple our military 
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-and naval expenditure. I advocated the 
compulsion of every man ‘to serve his 
country, both in war and peace. The 
idlers and wasters perceiving dimly that 
I meant the cost to come out of their 
pockets and meant to use the ad- 
mission that riches should not ex- 
empt a man from military service 
as an illustration of how absurd 
it is to allow them to exempt him from 
civil service, did not embrace my ad- 
vocacy with enthusiasm; so I must re- 
affirm it now lest it should be supposed 
that I am condemning those whose pro- 
ceedings I am describing. Though often 
horribly wrong in principle, they were 
quite right in practice as far as they 
went. But they must stand to their 
guns now that the guns are going off. 
They must not pretend that they were 
harmless Radical lovers of peace, and 
that the propaganda of Militarism and 


of inevitable war between England and 


Germany is a Prussian infamy for which 
the Kaiser must be severely punished. 
That is not fair, not true, not gentle- 
manly. We began it; and if they met 
us half-way, as they certainly did, it is 
not for us to reproach them. When the 
German, fire-eaters drank to The Day 
(of Armageddon) they were drinking to 
the day of which our Navy League fire- 
eaters had first said “It’s bound to 
-eome.” Therefore, let us have no more 
nonsense about the Prussian Wolf and 
the British Lamb, the Prussian Machia- 
velli and the English Evangelist. We 
cannot shout for years that we are boys 
of the bulldog breed, and then suddenly 
pose as gazelles. No. When Europe and 
America come to settle the treaty that 
will end this business (for America is 
concerned in it as much as we are), they 
will not deal with us as the lovable and 
innocent victims of a treacherous tyrant 
and a savage soldiery. They will have 
to consider how these two incorrigibly 
pugnacious and inveterately snobbish 
peoples, who have snarled at one another. 
for forty years with bristling hair and 
grinning fangs, and are now rolling over 
with their teeth in one another’s throats, 
are to be tamed into trusty watch-dogs 
of the peace of the world. I am sorry 


to spoil the saintly image with a halo 
which the British Jingo journalist sees 
just now when he looks in the glass; 
but it must be done if we are to behave 
reasonably in the imminent day of reck- 
oning. 

And now back to Friedrich von Bern- 
hardi. 


General Von Bernhardi. 


Like many soldier-authors, Friedrich 
is very readable; and he maintains the 
good and formidable part of the Bis- 
marck tradition: that is, he is not a hum- 
bug. He looks facts in the face; he de- 
ceives neither himself nor his readers; 
and if he were to tell lies—as he would 
no doubt do as stoutly as any British, 
French, or Russian officer if his country’s 
safety were at stake—he would know 
that he was telling them. Which last we 
think very bad taste on his part, if not _ 
downright wickedness. 

It is true that he cites Frederick the 
Great as an exemplary master of war 
and of Weltpolitik. But his chief praise 
in this department is reserved for Eng- 
land. It is from our foreign policy, he 
says, that he has learnt what our jour- 
nalists denounce as “the doctrine of the 
bully, of the materialist, of the man with 
gross ideals: a doctrine of diabolical 
evil.” He frankly accepts that doctrine 
from us (as.if our poor, honest muddle- 
heads had ever formulated anything so 
intellectual as a doctrine), and blames us 
for nothing but for allowing the United 
States to achieve their solidarity and be- 
come formidable to us when we might 
have divided them by backing up the 
South in the Civil War. He shows in 
the clearest way that if Germany does 
not smash England, England will smash 
Germany by springing at her the moment 
she can catch her at a disadvantage. In 
a word he prophesies that we, his great 
masters in Realpolitik, will do precisely 
what our Junkers have just made us Co. 
It is we who have carried out the Bern- 


_ hardi programme: it is Germany who has 


neglected it. He warned Germany to 
make an alliance with Italy, Austria. 
Turkey, and America, before undertak- 
ing the subjugation, first of France, then 
of England. But a prophet is not with- 
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out honour save in his own country; and 
Germany has allowed herself to be 
caught with no ally but Austria between 
France and Russia, and thereby given the 
English Junkers their opportunity. They 
have seized it with a punctuality that 
must flatter Von Bernhardi, even though 
the compliment be at the expense of his 
own country. The Kaiser did not give 
them credit for being keener Junkers 
than his-own. It was an unpleasant, in- 
deed an infuriating surprise. All that a 
Kaiser could do without unbearable 
ignominy to induce them to keep their 
bulldogs off and give him fair play with 
his two redoubtable foes, he did. But 
they laughed Frederick the Great’s laugh 
and hurled all our forces at him, as he 
might have done to us, on Bernhardian 
principles, if he had caught us at the 
same disadvantage. Officially, the war 
is Junker-cut-Junker, militarist-cut-Mili- 
tarist; and we must fight it out, not 
Heuchler-cut-Hypocrite, but hammer 
and tongs. 
Militarist Myopia. 
Unofficially, it is quite another matter. 
Democracy, even Social - Democracy, 
though as hostile to British Junkers as 
to German ones, and under no illusion as 
to the obsolescence and colossal stupidity 
of modern war, need not lack enthusiasm 
for the combat, which may serve their 
own ends better than those of their po- 
litical opponents. For Bernhardi the 
Brilliant and our own very dull Militar- 
-ists are alike mad: the war will not do 
any of the things for which they rushed 
into it. It is much more likely to do the 
things they most dread and deprecate: 
in fact, it has already swept them into 
the very kind of organization they found- 
ed an Anti-Socialist League to suppress. 
To shew how mad they are, let us sup- 
pose the war carries out their western 
program to the last item. Suppose 
France rises from the war victorious, 
happy and glorious, with Alsace and Lor- 
raine regained, Rheims cathedral re- 
paired in the best modern trade style, 
and a prodigious indemnity in her pocket! 
Suppose we tow the German fleet into 
Portsmouth, and leave MHohenzollern 
metaphorically under the heel of Roman- 


off and actually in a comfortable villa in 
Chislehurst, the hero of all its tea par- 
ties and the judge of all its gymkhanas! 
Well,, cry the Militarists, suppose it by 
all means: could we desire anything bet- 
ter? Now I happen to have a somewhat 
active imagination; and it flatly refuses 
to stop at this convenient point. I must 
go on supposing. Suppose France, with 
its military prestige raised once more to 
the Napoleonic point, spends its indem- 
nity in building an invincible Armada, 
stronger and nearer to us.than the Ger- 
man one we are now out to destroy! Sup- 
pose Sir Edward Grey remonstrates, and 
Monsieur Delcasse replies, “‘ Russia and 
France have humbled one Imperial Bully, 
and are prepared to humble another. I 
have not forgotten Fashoda. Stop us if 
you can; or turn, if you like, for help to 
the Germany we have smashed and dis- 
armed!” Of what use will all this blood- 
shed be then, with the old situation re- 
produced in an aggravated form, the 
enemy closer to our shores, a raid far 
more feasible, the tradition of “natural 
enmity ” to steel the foe, and Waterloo 
to be wiped out like Sedan? A child in 
arms should be able to see that this 
idiotic notion of relaxing the military 
pressure on us by smashing this or that 
particular Power is like trying to alter 
the pressure of the ocean by dipping up 
a bucket of water from the North Sea 
and pouring it into the Bay of Biscay. 


I purposely omit more easterly sup- 
posings as to what victorious Russia 
might do. But a noble emancipation of 
Poland and Finland at her own expense, 
and of Bosnia and Harzegovina at Aus- 
tria’s, might easily suggest to our nerv- 
ous Militarists that a passion for the 
freedom of Egypt and India might seize 
her, and remind her that we were Japan’s 
ally in the day of Russia’s humiliation in 
Manchuria. So there at once is your 
Balance of Power problem in Asia enor- 
mously aggravated by throwing Ger- 
many out of the anti-Russian scale and 
grinding her to powder. Even in North 
Africa—but enough is enough. You can 
durchhauen your way out of the frying 
pan, but only into the fire. Better take 
Nietzsche’s brave advice, and make it 
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your point of honour to “live dangerous- 
. ly.” History shews that it is often the 
way to live long. 


Learning Nothing: Forgetting Every- 
thing. 

_ But let me test the Militarist theory, 

not by a hypothetical future, but by the 
accomplished and irrevocable past. Is it 
true that nations must conquer or go 
under, and that military conquest means 
prosperity and power for the victor and 
annihilation for the vanquished? I have 
already alluded in passing to the fact 
that Austria has been beaten repeatedly: 
by France, by Italy; by Germany, almost 
by everybody who has thought it worth 
while to have a whack at her; and yet 
she is one of the Great Powers; and her 
alliance has been sought by invincible 
Germany. France was beaten by Ger- 
many in 1870 with a completeness that 
seemed impossible; yet France has since 
enlarged her territory whilst Germany is 
still pleading in vain for a place in the 
sun. Russia was beaten by the Japanese 
in Manchuria on a scale that made an 
end forever of the old notion that the 
West is the natural military superior of 
the East; yet it is the terror of Russia 
that has driven Germany into her present 
desperate onslaught on France; and it is 
the Russian alliance on which France and 
England are depending for their assur- 
ance of ultimate success. We. ourselves 
confess that the military efficiency with 
which we have so astonished the Germans 
_ is the effect, not of Waterloo and Inker- 
man, but of the drubbing we got from 
_ the Boers, who would probably have 
beaten us if we had been anything like 
their own size. Greece has lately distin- 
guished herself in war within a few years 
by a most disgraceful beating of the 
Turks. It would be easy to multiply 
instances from remoter history: for ex- 
ample, the effect on England’s position 
of the repeated defeats of our troops by 
the French under Luxembourg in the 
_ Balance of Power War at the end of the 
seventeenth century differed surprisingly 
little, if at all, from the effect of our 
subsequent victories under Marlborough. 
And the inference from the Militarist 
- theory that the States which at present 


"ck 


count. for nothing as military Powers 
necessarily count for nothing at all is 
absurd on the face of it. Monaco seems 
to be, on the whole, the most prosperous 
and comfortable State in Europe. 


In short, Militarism must be classed as 
one of the most inconsiderately foolish 
of the bogus “sciences”? which the last - 
half century has produced in such profu- 
sion, and which have the common char- 
acteristic of revolting all sane souls, and 
being stared out of countenance by the 
broad facts of human experience. The 
only rule of thumb that can be hazarded 
on the strength of actual practice is that 
wars to maintain or upset the Balance of 
Power between States, called by inaccu- 
rate people Balance of Power wars, and 
by accurate people Jealousy of Power 
wars, never establish the desired peace- 
ful and secure equilibrium. They may 
exercise pugnacity, gratify spite, assuage 
a wound to national pride, or enhance or 
dim a military reputation; but that is all. 
And the reason is, as I shall shew very - 
conclusively later on, that there is only 
one way in which one nation can really 
disable another, and that is a way which 
no civilized nation dare even discuss. 


Are We Hypocrites? 


And now I proceed from general con- 
siderations to the diplomatic history of 
the present case, as I must in order to 
make our moral position clear. But first, 
lest I should lose all credit by the start- 
ling incompatibility between the familiar. 
personal character of our statesmen and 
the proceedings for: which they are offi- 
cially responsible, I must say a word 
about the peculiar psychology of English 
statesmanship, not only for the benefit 
of my English readers (who do not know 
that it is peculiar just as they do not 
know that water has any taste because it — 
is always in their mouths), but as’a plea 
for a more charitable construction from 
the wider world. 


We know by report, however unjust it 
may seem to us, that there is an opinion 
abroad, even in the quarters most friend- 
ly to us, that our excellent qualities are 
marred by an incorrigible hypocrisy. To 
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France we have always been Perfidious 
Albion. In Germany, at this moment, 
that epithet would be scorned as far too 
flattering to us. Victor Hugo explained 
the relative unpopularity of Measure 
for Measure among Shakespeare’s plays 
on the ground that the character of the 
hypocrite Angelo was a too faithful 
dramatization of our national character. 
Pecksniff is not considered so excep- 
tional an English gentleman in America 
as he is in England. 


Now we have not acquired this reputa- 
tion for nothing. The world has no 
greater interest in -branding England 
with this particular vice of hypocrisy 
than in branding France with it; yet the 
world does not cite Tartuffe as a typical 
Frenchman as it cites Angelo and Peck- 
sniff as typical Englishmen. We may 
protest against it as indignantly as the 
Prussian soldiers protest against their 
equally universal reputation for ferocity 
in plunder and pillage, sack and rapine; 
but there is something in it. If you judge 


an English statesman by his conscious’ 


intentions, his professions, and his per- 
sonal charm, you will often find him an 
amiable, upright, humane, anxiously 
truthful man. If you judge him, as a 
foreigner must, solely on the official acts 
for which he is responsible, and which 
he has to defend in the House of Com- 
mons for the sake of his party, you will 
often be driven to conclude that this esti- 
mable gentleman is, in point of being an 
unscrupulous superprig and fool, worse 
‘than Caesar Borgia and General Von 
Bernhardi rolled into. one, and in foreign 
affairs a Bismarck in everything except 
commanding ability, blunt common sense, 
and freedom from illusion as to the 
nature and object of his own diplomacy. 
And the permanent officials in whose 
hands he is will probably deserve all that 
and something to spare. Thus you will 
get that amazing contrast that confronts 
us now between the Machiavellian Sir 
Edward Grey of the Berlin newspapers 
and the amiable and popular Sir Edward 
Grey we know in England. In England 
we are all prepared to face any World 
Congress and say, “We know that Sir 
Edward Grey is an honest English gen- 


tleman, who meant well as a true patriot 
and friend of peace; we are quite sure 
that what he did was fair and right; and 
we will not listen to any nonsense to the 
contrary.” The Congress will reply, 
“We know nothing about Sir Edward 
Grey except what he did; and as there 
is no secret and no question as to what 
he did, the whole story being recorded by 
himself, we must. hold England responsi- 
ble for his conduct, whilst taking your 
word for the fact, which has no import- 
ance for us, that his conduct has nothing 
to do with his character.” 


Our Intellectual Laziness. © 


The general truth of the situation is, 
as I have spent so much of my life in 
trying to make the English understand, 
that we are cursed with a fatal intel- 
tual laziness, an evil inheritance from 
the time when our monopoly of coal 
and iron made it possible for us to be- 
come rich and powerful without think- 
ing or knowing how; a laziness which 
is becoming highly dangerous to us now 
that our monopoly is gone or super- 
seded by new sources of mechanical en- 
ergy. We got rich by pursuing our own 
immediate advantage instinctively; that 
is, with a natural childish selfishness; 
and when any question of our justifica- 
tion arose, we found it easy to silence 
it with any sort of plausible twaddle 
(provided it flattered us, and did not 
imply any trouble or sacrifice) provided 
by our curates at £70 a year, or our 
journalists at a penny a line, or com- 
mercial moralists with axes to grind. 
In the end we became fatheaded, and 
not only lost all intellectual conscious- 
ness of what we were doing, and with it ~ 
all power of objective self-criticism, 
but stacked up a lumber of pious 
praises for ourselves which not only 
satisfied our corrupted and half atro- 
phied consciences, but gave us a sense 
that there is something extraordinarily 
ungentlemanly and politically danger- 
ous in bringing these pious phrases to 
the test of conduct. We carried Luther’s 
doctrine of Justification by Faith to 
the insane point of believing that as 
long as a man says what we have agreed 
to accept as the right thing it does not 


“COMMON SENSE ABOUT THE WAR” 19 


_matter in the least what he actually 
does. In fact, we do not clearly see why 
a man need introduce the subject of 
morals at all, unless there is something 
questionable to be whitewashed. The 
unprejudiced foreigner calls this hy- 
pocrisy: that is why we call him preju- 
diced. But I, who have been a poor man 
in a poor country, understand the for- 
eigner better. 

Now from the general to the particular. 
In describing the course of the diplo- 
matic negotiations by which our For- 
eign Office achieved its design of at last 
settling accounts with Germany at the 
most favourable moment from the Mili- 
tarist point of view, I shall have to ex- 
hibit our Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs as behaving almost exactly as we 
have accused the Kaiser of behaving. 
Yet I see him throughout as an honest 
gentleman, “ perplexed in the extreme,” 
meaning well, revolted at the 
moment by the horror of war, clinging 
to the hope that in some vague way he 
could persuade everybody to be reason- 
able if they would only come and talk 
to him as they did when the big Powers 
were kept out of the Balkan war, but 
hopelessly destitute of a positive policy 
of any kind, and therefore unable to 
resist those who had positive business in 
hand. And do not for a moment imagine 
that I think that the conscious Sir Ed- 
ward Grey was. Othello, and the sub- 
conscious, Iago. I do think that the For- 
eign Office, of which Sir Edward is 
merely the figure head, was as deliber- 
ately and consciously bent on a long 
deferred Militarist war with Germany 
as the Admiralty was; and that is say- 
ing a good deal. If Sir Edward Grey 
did not know what he wanted, Mr. Win- 
ston Churchill was in no such perplexity. 
He was not an “ist” of any sort, but a 
straightforward holder of the popular 
opinion that if you are threatened you 
should hit out, unless you are afraid to. 
Had he had the conduct of the affair he 
might quite possibly have averted the 
war (and thereby greatly disappointed 
himself and the British public) by simply 
frightening the Kaiser. As it was, he 
had arranged for the co-operation of the 


last— 


French and British fleets; was spoiling 
for the fight; and must have restrained 
himself with great difficulty from tak- 
ing off his coat in public whilst Mr. As- 
quith and Sir Edward Grey were giving 
the country the assurances which were 
misunderstood to mean that we were not 
bound to go to war, and not more likely 
to do so than usual. But though Sir Ed- 
ward did not clear up the misunder- 
standing, I think he went to war with 
the heavy heart of a Junker Liberal 
(such centaurs exist) and not with the 
exultation of a Junker Jingo. 


I may now, without more than the ir- 
reducible minimum of injustice to Sir 
Edward Grey, proceed to tell the story 
of the diplomatic negotiations as they 
will appear to the Congress which, I am 
assuming, will settle the terms on which 
Europe is to live more or less happily 
ever after. 


Diplomatic History of the War. 


The evidence of how the Junker diplo- 
matists of our Foreign Office let us in 
for the war is in the White Paper, Mis- 
cellaneous No. 6 (1914), containing cor- 
respondence respecting the European 
crisis, and since reissued, with a later 
White Paper and some extra matter, as 
a penny bluebook in miniature. In these 
much-cited and little-read documents we 
see the Junkers of all the nations, the 
men who have been saying for years 
“Tt’s bound to come,” and clamouring in 
England for compulsory military service 
and expeditionary forces, momentarily 
staggered and not a little frightened by 
the sudden realization that it has come 
at last. They rush round from foreign 
office to embassy, and from embassy to 
palace, twittering “This is awful. Can’t 
you stop it? Won’t you be reasonable? 
Think of the consequences,” etc., ete. 
One man among them keeps his-head and 
looks the facts in the face. That man is © 
Sazonoff, the Russian Secretary for For- 
eign Affairs. He keeps steadily trying 
to make Sir Edward Grey face the in- 
evitable. He says and reiterates, in 
effect, “You know very well that you 
cannot keep out of a European war. You 
know you are pledged to fight Germany 
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if Germany attacks France. You know 
that your arrangments for the fight are 


actually made; that already the British 
army is commanded by a Franco-British 
Council of War; that there is no possible 
honourable retreat for you. You know 
that this old man in Austria, who would 
have been superannuated years ago if he 
had been an exciseman, is resolved to 
make war on Servia, and sent that silly 
forty-eight hours ultimatum when we 
were all out of town so that he could be- 
gin fighting before we could get back to 
sit on his head. You know that he has 
the Jingo mob of Vieana behind him. 
You know that if he makes war, Russia 
must mobilize. You know that France is 
bound to come in with us as you are with 
France. You know that the moment we 
mobilize, Germany, the old man’s ally, 
will have only one desperate chance of 
victory, and that is to overwhelm our 
ally, France, with one superb rush of her 
millions, and then sweep back and meet 
us on the Vistula. You know that noth- 
ing can stop this except Germany re- 
monstrating with Austria, and insisting 
on the Servian case being dealt with by 
an international tribunal and not by war. 
You know that Germany dares not do 
this, because her alliance with Austria is 
her defence against the Franco-Russian 
alliance, and that she does not want to 
do it in any case, because the Kaiser 
naturally has a strong class prejudice 
against the blowing up of Royal person- 
ages by irresponsible revolutionists, and 


thinks nothing too bad for Servia after ~ 


the assassination of the Archduke. There 
is just one chance of avoiding Armaged- 
don: a slender one, but worth trying. 
You averted war in the Algeciras crisis, 
and again in the Agadir crisis, by saying 
you would fight. Try it again. The 
Kaiser is stiffnecked because he does not 
believe you are going to fight this time. 
Well, convince him that you are. The 
odds against him will then be so terrible 
that he may not dare to support the 
Austrian ultimatum to Servia at such a 
price. And if Austria is thus forced to 
proceed judicially against Servia, we 
Russians will be satisfied; and there will 
be no war,” 


Sir Edward could not see it. He is a 
member of a Liberal Government, in a 
country where there is no politcal career 
for the man who does not put his party’s 
tenure of office before every other con- 
sideration. What would The Daily News 
and The Manchester Guardian have 
said had he, Bismarck-like, said bluntly: 
“If war once breaks out, the old score 
between England and Prussia will be 
settled, not by ambassadors’ tea parties * 
and Areopaguses, but by blood and 
iron?” In vain did Sazonoff repeat, 
“But if you are going to fight, as you 
know you are, why not say so?” Sir 
Edward, being Sir Edward and not 
Winston Churchill or Lloyd George, could 
not admit that he was going to fight. He 
might have forestalled the dying Pope 
and his noble Christian “I bless peace ” 
by a noble, if heathen, “I fight war.” 
Instead, he persuaded us all that he was 
under no obligation whatever to fight. 
He persuaded Germany that he had not 
the slightest serious intention of fighting- 
Sir Owen Seaman wrote in Punch an- 
amusing and witty No-Intervention poem. 
Sporting Liberals offered any odds that 
there would be no war for England. And 
Germany, confident that with Austria’s 
help she could break Franee with one 
hand and Russia with the other if Eng- 
land held aloof, let Austria throw the 
match into the magazine. 

The Battery Unmasked. 

Then the Foreign Office, always act- 
ing through its amiable and popular but 
confused instrument Sir Edward, un- 
masked the Junker-Militarist battery. 
He suddenly announced that England 
must take a hand in the war, though he 
did not yet tell the English people so, it 
being against the diplomatic tradition 
to tell them anything until it is too late - 


for them to object. But he told the Ger- — 


man Ambassador, Prince Lichnowsky, 
caught in a death trap, pleaded. desper- 
ately for peace with Great Britain. 
Would we promise to spare Germany if 
Belgium were left untouched? No. 
Would we say on what conditions we 
would spare Germany? No. Not if the 
Germans promised not to annex French 
territory? No. Not even if they prom- 


e 
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ised not to touch the French colonies? 
_ No. Was there no way out? Sir Edward 
Grey was frank. He admitted there was 
just one chance; that Liberal opinion 
might not stand the war if the neutrality 
of Belgium were not violated. And he 
_ provided against that chance by commit- 
ting England to the war the day before 
he Jet the cat out of the bag in Parlia- 
ment. 


All this is recorded in the language of 
diplomacy in the White Paper on or be- 
’ tween the lines. That language is not so 
straightforward as my language; but at 
the crucial points it is clear enough. 
Sazonoff’s tone is politely diplomatic in 
No. 6; but in No. 17 he lets himself go. 
“T do not believe that Germany really 
wants war; but her attitude is decided 
by yours. If you take your stand firm- 

ly with France and Russia there will be 
no war. If you fail them now, rivers of 
blood will flow, and you will in the end 
be dragged into war.” He was precisely 
right; but he did not realize that war 
was exactly what our Junkers wanted. 
They did not dare to tell themselves so; 
and naturally they-did not dare to tell 
him so, And perhaps his own interest 
in war was too strong to make him re- 
gret the rejection of his honest advice. 
To break up the Avstrian Empire and 
_achieve for Russia the Slav Caliphate of 
South-East Europe whilst defeating 
Prussia with the help of France and of 
Russia’s old enemy and Prussia’s old 
ally England, was a temptation so 
enormous that Sazonoff, in resisting it 
so far as to shew Sir Edward Grey 
frankly the only chance of preventing 
it, proved himself the most genuine hu- 
manitarian in the diplomatic world. 


Number 123. 


The decisive communication between 
Sir Edward Grey and Prince Lichnowsky 
is recorded in the famous No. 123. With 
the rather childish subsequent attempt 
to minimize No. 123 on the ground that 
the Prince was merely an amiable nin- 
-compoop who did not really represent his 
fiendish sovereign, neither I nor any 
other serious person need be concerned. 


What is beyond all controversy is that 


after that conversation Prince Lichnow- 
sky could do nothing but tell the Kaiser 
that the Hntente, having at last got his 
imperial head in chancery, was not going 
to let him off on any terms, and that it 
was now a fight to a finish between the 
British and German empires. Then the 
Kaiser said: “We are Germans. God 
help us!”’ When a crowd of foolish stu- 
dents came cheering for the war under 
his windows, he bade them go to the 
churches and pray. His telegrams to 
the Tsar (the omission of which from 
the penny bluebook is, to say the least, 
not chivalrous) were dignified and pathet- 
ic. And when the Germans, taking a 


~ line from the poet they call “unser 
_ Shakespeare,” 


said: ‘Come the four 
quarters of the world in arms and we 
shall shock them,” it was, from the ro- 
mantic militarist point of view, fine. 
What Junker-led men could do they have 
since done to make that thrasonical brag 


“good. But there is no getting over the 


fact that, in Tommy Atkins’s phrase, they 
had asked for it. Their Junkers, like - 
ours, had drunk to The Day; and they 
should not have let us choose it after 
rilmg us for so many years. And that 
is why Sir Edward had a great surprise 
when he at last owned up in Parliament. 


How the Nation Took It. 


The moment he said that we could 
not “stand aside with our arms folded” 
and see our friend and neighbour France 
“bombarded and battered,” the whole 
nation rose to applaud him. All the 
Foreign Office distrust of public opinion, 
the concealment of the Anglo-French 
plan of campaign, the disguise of the 
Entente in a quaker’s hat, the duping 
of the British public and the Kaiser with 
one and the same prevarication, had 
been totally unnecessary and unpopular, 
like most of these ingenuities which 
diplomatists think subtle and Machia- 
vellian. The British Public had all along 
been behind Mr. Winston Churchill. It had 
wanted Sir Edward to do just what Sa- 
zonoff wanted him to do, and what I,in the 
columns of The Daily News proposed he 
should do nine months ago (I must really 
be allowed to claim that I am not merely 
wise after the event), which was to arm 
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to the teeth regardless of an expense 
which to us would have been a mere 
fleabite, and tell Germany that if she 
laid a finger on France we would unite 
with France to defeat her, offering her 
at the same time as consolation for that 
threat, the assurance that we would do 
as much to France if she wantonly broke 
the peace in the like fashion by attack- 
ing Germany. No unofficial Englishman 
worth his salt wanted to snivel hypocrit- 
ically about our love of peace and our 
respect for treaties and our solemn ac- 
ceptance of a painful duty, and all the 
rest of the nauseous mixture of school- 
master’s twaddle, parish magazine cant, 
and cinematograph melodrama _ with 
_ which we were deluged. We were per- 
- fectly ready to knock the Kaiser’s head 
off just to teach him that if he thought 
he was going to ride roughshod over Eu- 
rope, including our new friends the 
French, and the plucky little Belgians, 
he was reckoning without old England. 
And in this pugnacious but perfectly 
straightforward and human attitude the 
nation needed no excuses because the na- 
tion honestly did not know that we were 
taking the Kaiser at a disadvantage, or 
that the Franco-Russian alliance had 
been just as much a menace to peace as 
the Austro-German one. But the Foreign 
Office knew that very well, and therefore 
began to manufacture superfluous, dis- 
ingenuous, and rather sickening excuses 
at a great rate. The nation had a clean 
conscience, and was really innocent of 
any aggressive strategy: the Foreign 
Office was redhanded, and did not want 
to be found ont. Hence its sermons. 


Mr. H. G. Wells Hoists the Country’s 
Flag. 

It was Mr. H. G. Wells who at the 
critical moment spoke with the nation’s 
voice. When he uttered his electric out- 
burst of wrath against “this drilling, 
trampling foolery in the heart of Eu- 
rope” he gave expression to the pent- 
up exasperation of years of smoulder- 
ing revolt against swank and domineer, 
guff and bugaboo, calling itself blood 
and iron, and mailed fist, and God and 
conscience and anything else that 
sounded superb. Like Nietzsche, we 


were “fed up” with the Kaiser’s im- 
prisonments of democratic journalists 
for Majestaetsbeleidigung (monarch 


disparagement), with his ancestors, and 
his mission, and his gospel of submis- 
sion and obedience for poor men, and 
of authority, tempered by duelling, for 
rich men. The world had become sore- 
headed, and desired intensely that they 
who clatter the sword shall perish by 
the sword. Nobody cared twopence about 
treaties: indeed, it was not for us, 
who had seen the treaty of Berlin torn 
up by the brazen seizure of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina by Austria in 1909, and 
taken that lying down, as Russia did, 
to talk about the sacredness of treaties, 
even if the wastepaper baskets of the 
Foreign Offices were not full of torn 
up “scraps of paper,’ and a very good 
thing too; for General von Bernhardi’s 
assumption that circumstances alter 
treaties is not a page from Machiavelli: 
it is a platitude from the law books. 
The man in.the street understood little 
or nothing about Servia or Russia or 
any of the cards with which the diplo- 
matists were playing their perpetual 
game of Beggar my Neighbour. We 
were rasped beyond endurance by Prus- 
sian Militarism and its contempt for us 
and for human happiness and common 
sense;.and we just rose at it and went 
for it. We have set out to smash the 
Kaiser exactly as we set out to smash 
the Mahdi. Mr. Wells never mentioned 
a treaty. He said, in efféct: “ There 
stands the monster all freedom-loving 
men hate; and at last we are going to 
fight it.” And the public, bored by the — 
diplomatists, said: “Now you’re talk- 
ing!” We did not stop to ask our con- 
sciences whether the Prussian assump- ° 
tion that. the dominion of the civilized 
earth belongs to German culture 
is really any more bumptious than the 
English assumption that the dominion 
of the sea belongs to British commerce. 
And in our island security we were as 
little able as ever to realize the terrible 
military danger of Germany’s geograph- 
ical position between France and Eng- 
land on her west flank and Russia on 
her east: all three leagued- for her de- 
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struction; and how unreasonable it was 
- to ask Germany to lose the fraction of 
a second (much less Sir Maurice de 
Runsen’s naive “a few days’ delay ”’) 
in dashing at her Western foe when 
she could obtain no pledge as to West- 
ern intentions. “ We are now in a state 
of necessity; and Necessity knows no 
law,” said -the Imperial Chancellor in 
the Reichstag. “It is a matter of life 
and death to us,” said the German Min- 
ister for Foreign Affairs to our Am- 
bassador in Berlin, who had suddenly 
developed an extraordinary sense of the 
sacredness of the Treaty of London, 
dated 1839, and still, as it happened, 
inviolate among the torn fragments of 
many subsequent and similar “scraps 
of paper.” Our Ambassador seems to 
have been of Sir Maurice’s opinion that 
there could be no such tearing hurry. 
The Germans could enter France 
through the line of forts between Ver- 
dun and Toul if they were really too 
flustered to wait a few days on the 
chance of Sir Edward Grey’s persuasive 
conversation and charming character 
softening Russia and bringing Austria 
to conviction of sin. Thereupon the Im- 
perial Chancellor, not being quite an 
angel, asked whether we had counted 
the cost of crossing the path of an Em- 
pire fighting for its life (for these 
Militarist statesmen do really believe 
that nations can be killed by cannon 
‘shot). That was a threat; and as we 
cared nothing about Germany’s peril, 
and wouldn’t stand being threatened 
any more by a Power of which we now 
had the inside grip, the fat remained in 
the fire, blazing more fiercely than ever. 
There was only one end possible to such 
a clash of high tempers, national ego- 
tisms, and reciprocal ignorances. 


Delicate Position of Mr. Asquith. 


It seemed a splendid chance for the 
Government to place itself at the head of 
the nation. But no British Government 
within my recollection has ever under- 
stood the nation. Mr. Asquith, true to 
the Gladstonian tradition (hardly just to 
Gladstone, by the way) that a Liberal 
Prime Minister should know nothing 
concerning foreign politics and care less, 


and calmly insensible to the real nature 
of the popular explosion, fell back on 
1839, picking up the obvious barrister’s 
point about the violation of the neutral- 
ity of Belgium, and tried the equally ob- 
vious barrister’s claptrap about “an 
infamous proposal” on the jury. He as- 
sured us that nobody could have done 
more for peace than Sir Edward Grey, 
though the rush to smash the Kaiser 
was the most popular thing Sir Edward 
had ever done. 

Besides, there was another difficulty. 
Mr. Asquith himself, though serenely 
persuaded that he is a Liberal states- 
man, is, in effect, very much what the 
Kaiser would have been if he had been 
a Yorkshireman and a lawyer, instead 
of being only half English and the other 
half Hohenzollern, and an anointed em- 
peror to boot. As far as popular liber- ~ 
ties are concerned, history will make no 


-distinction between Mr. Asquith and Met- 


ternich. He is forced to keep on the 
safe academic ground of Belgium by the 
very obvious consideration that if he be- 
gan to talk of the Kaiser’s imprison- 
ments of editors and democratic agitat- 
ors and so forth, a Homeric laughter, 
punctuated with cries of, “ How about 
Denshawai?” “ What price Tom Mann?” 
“Votes for women!” “Been in India 
lately?” “Make McKenna Kaiser,” 
“Or dear old Herbert Gladstone,” etc., 
etc., would promptly spoil that pose. 
The plain fact is that, Militarism apart, 
Germany is in many ways more demo- 
cratic in practice than England; indeed 
‘the Kaiser has been openly reviled as a 
coward by his Junkers because he falls 
short of Mr. Asquith in calm indiffer- 
ence to Liberal principles and blank 
ignorance of working-class sympathies, 
opinions, and interests. 

Mr. Asquith had also to distract public 
attention from the fact that three official 
members of his Government, all men of 
unquestioned and conspicuous patriotism 
and intellectual honesty, walked straight 
out into private life on the declaration of 
war. One of them, Mr. John Burns, did 
so at an enormous personal sacrifice, and 
has since maintained a grim silence far 
more eloquent than the famous speech 


94 THE NEW YORK TIMES CURRENT HISTORY OF THE WAR 


Germany invented for him. It is not 
generally believed that these three states- 
men were actuated by a passion for the 
violation of. Belgian neutrality. 

On the whole, it was impossible for the 
Government to seize its grand chance and 
put itself at the head of the popular 
movement that responded to Sir Edward 
Grey’s declaration: the very simple rea- 
son being that the Government does not 
represent the nation, and is in its sym- 
pathies just as much a Junker govern- 
ment as the Kaiser’s. And so, what the 
Government cannot do has to be done by 
unofficial persons with clean and brilliant 
anti-Junker records like Mr. Wells, Mr. 
Arnold Bennett, Mr. Neil Lyons, and 
Mr. Jerome K. Jerome. 
Asquith nor Sir Edward Grey can grasp, 
as these real spokesmen of their time 
do, the fact that we just simply want to 
put an end to Potsdamnation, both at 
home and abroad. Both of them prob- 
ably think Potsdam a very fine and en- 
‘viable institution, and want England to 
out-Potsdam Potsdam and to monopolize 
the command of the seas; a monstrous 
aspiration. We, I take it, want to guar- 
antee that command of the sea which 
is the common heritage of mankind to the 
tiniest State and the humblest fisherman 
that depends on the sea for a livelihood. 
We want the North Sea to be as safe for 
everybody, English or German, as Port- 
land Place. 


The Need for Recrimination. 


And now somebody who would rather 
I had not said all this (having probably 
talked dreadful nosense about Belgium 
and so forth for a month past) is sure to 
ask: “ Why all this recrimination? What 
is done is done. Is it not now the duty 
of every Englishman to sink all differ- 
ences in the face of the common peril?” 
etc., etc. To all such prayers to be 
shielded from that terrible thing, the 
truth, I must reply that history consists 
mainly of recrimination, and that I am 
writing history because an accurate 
knowledge of what has occurred is not 
only indispensable to any sort of reason- 
able behaviour on our part in the face of 
Europe when the inevitable day of set- 
tlement comes, but because it has a prac- 


Neither Mr. 


tical bearing on the most perilously ur- 
gent and immediate business before us: 
the business of the appeal to the nation 
for recruits and for enormous sums of 
money. It has to decide the question 
whether that appeal shall be addressed 
frankly to our love of freedom, and our 
tradition (none the less noble and moving 
because it is so hard to reconcile with the 
diplomatic facts) that England is a guar- 
dian of the world’s liberty, and not to 
bad law about an obsolete treaty, and 


-eant about the diabolical personal dispo- 


sition of the Kaiser, and the wounded 
propriety of a peace-loving England, and 
all the rest of the slosh and tosh that 
has been making John Bull sick for 
months past. No doubt at first, when 
we were all clasping one another’s hands 
very hard and begging’one another not 
to be afraid, almost anything was ex- 
cusable. Even the war notes of Mr. Gar- 
vin, which stood out as the notes of a 

gentleman amid a welter of scurrilous — 
rubbish and a rather blackguardly 
Punch cartoon mocking the agony of 
Berlin (Punch having turned its non- 
interventionist coat very promptly), had 
sometimes to run: “ We know absolutely 
nothing of what is happening at the 
front, except that the heroism of the 


‘British troops will thrill the ages to the 


last syllable of recorded time,” or words 
to that effect. But now it is time to pull 
ourselves together; to feel our muscle; 
to realize the value of our strength and 
pluck; and to tell the truth unashamed 
like men of courage and character, not 
to shirk it like the official apologists of 
a Foreign Office plot. 


What Germany Should Have Done. 


And first, as I despise critics who put 
people in the wrong without being able 
to set them right, I shall, before I go. 
any further with my criticism of our 
official position, do the Government and 
the Foreign Office the service of find- 


ing a correct official position for them; 


for I admit that the popular position, 
though sound as far as it goes, is too 
crude for official use. This correct of-. 
ficial position can be found only by con- 
sidering what Germany should have- 
done, and might have done had she not 
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been, like our own Junkers, so fasci- 
nated by the Militarist craze, and ob- 
sessed by the chronic Militarist panic, 
that she was “in too great hurry to bid 
the devil good morning.” The matter is 
simple enough: she should have en- 
trusted the security of her western 
frontier to the public opinion of the west 
of Europe and to America, and fought 
Russia, if attacked, with her rear not 
otherwise defended. The Militarist 
theory is that we, France and England, 
would have immediately sprung at her 
from behind; but that is just how the 
Militarist theory gets its votaries into 
trouble by assuming that Europe is a 
chess board. Europe is not a chess 
board; but a populous continent in which 
only a very few people are engaged in 
military chess; and even those few have 


many other things to consider besides _ 
capturing their adversary’s king. Not 


only would it have been impossible for 
England to have attacked Germany un- 
der such circumstances; but if France 
had done so England could not have as- 
sisted her, and might even have been 
compelled by public opinion to inter- 
vene by way of a joint protest from Eng- 
land and America, or even by arms, on 
her behalf if she were murderously 
pressed on both flanks. Even our Milit- 
arists and diplomatists would have had 
reasons for such an intervention. An 
aggressive Franco-Russian hegemony, 
if it crushed Germany, would be quite as 
disagreeable to us as a German one. Thug 
Germany would at worst have been 
fighting Russia and France with the 
sympathy of all the other Powers, and 
a chance of active assistance from some 
of them, especially those who chare her 
hostility to the Russian Government. 
Had France not attacked her—and 
though I am as ignorant of the terms 
of the Franco-Russian alliance as Sir 
Edward Grey is strangely content to be, 
T cannot:see how the French Govern- 
ment could have justified to its own 
people a fearfully dangerous attack on 
Germany had Russia been the aggressor 
—Germany would have secured fair 
play for her fight with Russia. But 


even the fignt with Russia was not in- 
evitable. 


the escapade of a dotard: a worse crime 
than the assassination that provoked it. 
There is no reason to doubt the con- 
clusion in Sir Maurice de Bunsen’s de- 
spatch (No. 161) that it could have been 
got over, and that Russia and Austria 
would have thought better of fighting 
and come to terms. Peace was really 
on the cards; and the sane game was to 
play for it. 


The Achilles Heel of Militarism. 


Instead, Germany flew at France’s 
throat, and by incidentally invading Bel- 
gium gave us the excuse our Militarists 
wanted to attack her with the full sym- 
pathy of the nation. Why did she do 
this stupid thing? Not because of the 
counsels of General von Bernhardi. On 
the contrary, he had warned her expressly 
against allowing herself to be caught 
between Russia and a Franco-British 
combination until she had formed a coun- 
terbalancing alliance with America, Italy, 
and Turkey. And he had most certainly 
not encouraged her to depend on England 
sparing her: on the contrary, he could 
not sufficiently admire the wily ruth- 
lessness with which England watches 
her opportunity and springs at her foe 
when the foe is down. (He little knew, 
poor man, how much he was flattering 
our capacity for Realpolitik!) But he 
had reckoned without his creed’s fatal 
and fundamental weakness, which is, that 
as Junker-Militarism promotes only stu- 
pid people and snobs, and suppresses 
genuine realists as if they were snakes, 
it always turns out when a crisis arrives 
that “the silly people don’t know their 
own silly business.” The Kaiser and his 
ministers made an appalling mess of 
their job. They were inflamed by- Bern- 
hardi; but they did not understand him. 
They swallowed his flattery, but did not 
take in his strategy or his warnings. 
They knew that when the moment came 
to face the Franco-Russian alliance, they 
were to make a magnificient dash at 
France and sweep her pieces off the great 
chess board before the Russians had time 
to mobilize; and then return and crush 


The ultimatum to Servia was 
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Russia, leaving the conquest of England 
for another day. This was honestly as 
much as their heads could hold at one 
time; and they were helplessly unable 
to consider whether the other conditions 
postulated by Bernhardi were present, 
or indeed, in the -excitement of their 
schoolboyish imaginations, to remember 
whether he had postulated any at all. 
And so they made their dash and put 
themselves in the wrong at every point 
morally, besides making victory humanly 
impossible for themselves militarily. 
That is the nemesis of Militarism: the 
Militarist is thrown into a big game 
which he is too stupid to be able to play 
successfully. Philip of Spain tried it 300 
years ago; and the ruin he brought on 
his empire has lasted to this day. He 
was so stupid that though he believed 
himself to be the chosen instrument of 
God (as sure a sign of a hopeless fool 
in a man who cannot see that every 


- other man is equally an instrument of 


that Power as it is a ‘guarantee of wis- 
dom and goodwill in the man who re- 
spects his neighbor as himself) he at- 
tempted to fight Drake on the assump- 
tion that a cannon was a weapon that no 
real gentleman and good Catholic would 
condescend to handle. Louis XIV. tried 
again two centuries ago, and, being a 
more frivolous fool, got beaten by Marl- 
borough and sent his great-grandson 
from the throne to the guillotine. Na- 
poleon tried it 100 years ago. He was 
more dangerous, because he had prodi- 
gious personal ability and technical mili- 
tary skill; and he started with the mag- 
nificent credential of the French Revolu- 
tion. All that carried him farther than 
the Spanish bigot or the French fop; but 
he, too, accreted fools and knaves, and 
ended defeated in St. Helena after pan- 
dering for twenty years to the appetite 
of idiots for glory and bloodshed; waging 
war as “a great game”; and finding in 
a field strewn with corpses “un beau 
spectacle.” In short, as strong a magnet 
to fools as the others, though so much 
abler. 
Our Own True Position. 


Now comes the question, in what po- 


sition did this result of a mad theory 


and a hopelessly incompetent applica- 
tion of it on the part of Potsdam place 


our own Government? It left us quite | 
clearly in the position of the responsible 
policeman of the west. There was no- 
body else in Europe strong enough to 
chain “the mad dog.” Belgium and Hol- 
land, Norway and Sweden, Denmark 
and Switzerland could hardly have been 
expected to take that duty on them- 
selves, even if Norway and Sweden had 
not good reason to be anti-Russian, and 
the Dutch capitalists were not half con- 
vinced that their commercial prosperity 
would be greater under German than 
under native rule. It will not be con- 
tended that Spain could have done any- 
thing; and as to Italy, it was doubtful 
whether she did not consider herself still 
a member of the Triple Alliance. It was 
evidently England or nobody. For Eng- 
gland to have refrained from hurling 
herself into the fray, horse, foot, and 
artillery, was impossible from every 
point of view. From the democratic 
point of view it would have meant an 


“acceptance of the pretension of which 


Potsdam, by attacking the French Re- 
public, had made itself the champion: 
that is, the pretension of the Junker 
class to dispose of the world on Militar- 
ist lines at the expense of the lives and 
limbs of the masses. From the interna- 
tional Socialist point of view, it would 
have been the acceptance of the extreme 
nationalist view that the people of other 
countries are foreigners, and that it 
does not concern us if they choose to 
cut one another’s throats. Our Militar- 
ist Junkers cried “If we let Germany 
conquer France it will be our turn 
next.” Our romantic Junkers added 
“and serve us right ‘too: what man will 
pity us when the hour strikes for us, if 
we skulk now?” Even the wise, who 
loathe war, and regard it as such a dis- 
honour and disgrace in itself that all its 
laurels cannot hide its brand of Cain, 
had to admit that police duty is neces- 
sary and that war must be made on 
such war as the Germans had made by 
attacking France in an avowed attempt 
to substitute a hegemony of cannon for 
the comity of nations. There was no 


~ 


alternative. 
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Had the Foreign Office 
been the International Socialist Bureau, 
had Sir Edward Grey been Jaures, had 
Mr. Ramsay MacDonald been Prime 
Minister, had Russia been Germany’s 


ally instead of ours, the result would 


still have been the same: we must have 
drawn the sword to save France and 
smash Potsdam as we smashed and al- 
ways must smash Philip, Louis, Napo- 
leon, et hoc genus omne. 

The case for our action is thus as com- 
plete as any casus belli is ever likely to 
be. In fact its double character as both 
a democratic and military (if not Mili- 
tarist) case makes it too complete; for 
it enables our Junkers to claim it entirely 
for themselves, and to fake it with pseu- 
do-legal justifications which destroy 
nine-tenths of our credit, the military and 
legal cases being hardly a tenth of the 
whole: indeed, they would not by them- 


selves justify the slaughter of a single ' 


Pomeranian grenadier. For instance, take 
the Militarist view that we must fight 
Potsdam because if the Kaiser is victo- 
rious, it will be our turn next! Well: are 
we not prepared to fight always when 
our turn comes? Why should, not we 
also depend on our navy, on the extreme 
improbability of Germany, however tri- 
umphant, making two such terrible calls 
on her people in the same generation as 
a war involves, on the sympathy of the 
defeated, and on the support of American 
and European public opinion when our 
turn comes, if there is nothing at stake 
now but the difference between defeat 
and victory in an otherwise indifferent 
military campaign? If the welfare of 
the world does not suffer any more by 
an English than by a German defeat 
who cares whether we are defeated or 
not? As mere competitors in a race of 
armaments and an Olympic game con- 
ducted with ball cartridge, or as plaint- 
iffs in a technical case of international 
law (already decided against us in 1870, 
by the way, when Gladstone had to re- 
sort to a new treaty made ad hoc and 


lapsing at the end of the war) we might 


as well be beaten as not, for all the harm 
that will ensue to anyone but ourselves, 
or even to ourselves apart from our na- 


tional vanity. It is as the special con- 
stables of European life that we are im- 
portant, and can send our men to the 
trenches with the assurance that they 
are fighting in a worthy cause. In short, 
the Junker case is not worth twopence: 
the Democratic case, the Socialist case, 
the International case is worth all it 
threatens to cost. 


The German Defence to Our Indictment. 


What is the German reply to this case? 
Or rather, how would the Germans reply 
to it if their official Militarist and 
Kaiserist panjandrums had the wit to 
find the effective reply? Undoubtedly 
they would say that our Social-Demo- 
cratic professions are all very fine, but 
that our conversion to them is suspi- 
ciously sudden and recent. They would 
remark that it is a little difficult for a 
nation in deadly peril to trust its exist- 


_ence to a foreign public opinion which 


has not only never been expressed by the 
people who really control England’s for- 
eign policy, but is flatly opposed to all 
their known views and prejudices. They 
would ask why, instead of making an 
Entente with France and Russia and 
refusing to give Germany any assurance 
concerning its object except that we 
would not pledge ourselves to remain 
neutral if the Franco-Russian Entente 
fell on Germany, we did not say straight 
out in 1912 (when they put the question 
flatly to us), and again last July when 
Sazonoff urged us so strongly to shew 
our hand, that if Germany attacked 
France we should fight her, Russia or no 
Russia (a far less irritating and provoca- 
tive attitude), although we knew full well 
that an attack on France through Bel- 
gium would be part of the German pro- 
gram if the Russian peril became acute. 
They would point out that if our own 
Secretary for Foreign Affairs openly dis- 
claimed any knowledge of the terms of 
the Franco-Russian alliance, it was hard 
for a German to believe that they were 
wholly fit for publication. In short, they 
would say “If you were so jolly wise and 
well intentioned before the event, why 
did not your Foreign Minister and your 
ambassadors in Berlin and Vienna and 
St. Petersburg—we beg pardon, Petro- 
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grad—invite us to keep the peace and 
rely on western public opinion instead of 
refusing us every pledge except the hos- 
tile one to co-operate with France against 
us in the North Sea, and making it only 


too plain to us that your policy was a 


Junker policy as much as ours, and that 
we had nothing to hope from your good- 
will? What evidence had we that you 
were playing any other game than this 
Militarist chess of our own, which you 
now so piously renounce, but which none 
of you except a handful of Socialists 
whom you despise and Syndicalists whom 
you imprison on Militarist pretexts has 
opposed for years past, though it has 
been all over your Militarist anti-German 
platforms and papers and magazines? 
Are your Sccial-Democratic principles 
sincere, or are they only a dagger you 
keep up your sleeve to stab us in the 
back when our two most formidable foes 
are trying to garotte us? If so, where 
does your moral superiority come in, 
hypocrites that you are? If not, why, 
we repeat, did you not make them known 
to’ all the world, instead of making an 
ambush for us by your. senseless 
silence?” 


I see no reply to that except a frank 
confession that we did not know our own 
minds; that we came to a knowledge of 
them only when Germany’s attack on 
France forced us to make them up at 
last; that though doubtless a chronic 
state of perfect lucidity and long. pre- 
vision on our part would have been high- 
ly convenient, yet there is a good deal to 
be said for the policy of not fording a 
stream until you come to it; and that in 
any case we must entirely decline to ad- 
mit that we are more likely than other 
people to do the wrong thing when cir- 
cumstances at last oblige us to think and 
act. Also that the discussion is idle on 
the shewing of the German case itself; 
for whether the Germans assumed us to 
be unscrupulous Militarists or conscien- 
tious Democrats they were bound to come 
to the same conclusion: namely, that we 
should attack them if they attacked 
France; consequently their assumption 
that we would not interfere must have 
been based on the belief that we are 


simply “ contemptible,” which is the sort 
of mistake people have to pay for in this 
wicked world. 

On the whole, we can hector our way 
in the Prussian manner out of that dis- 
cussion well enough, provided we hold 
our own in the field. But the Prussian 
manner hardly satisfies the conscience. 
True, the fact that our diplomatists 
were not able to discover the right course 
for Germany does not excuse Germany 
for being unable to find it for herself. 
Not that it was more her business than 
ours: it was a European question, and 
should have been solved by the united 
counsels of all the ambassadors and For- 
eign Offices and chanceries. Indeed it 
could not have been stably solved with- 
out certain assurances from them. But 
it was, to say the least, as much Ger- 
many’s business as anyone else’s, and 
terribly urgent for her: “a matter of 
life and death,” the Imperial Chancellor 
thought. Still, it is not for us to claim 
moral superiority to Germany. It was 
for us a matter of the life and death of 
many Englishmen; and these English- 
men are dead because our diplomatists 
were as blind as the Prussians. The war 
is a failure for secret Junker diplomacy, 
ours no less than the enemy’s. Those 
of us who have still to die must be in- 
spired, not by devotion to the diplomat- 
ists, but, like the Socialist hero of old 
on the barricade, by the vision of “ hu- 
man solidarity.” And if he purchases 
victory for that holy cause with his 
blood, I submit that we cannot decently 
allow the Foreign Office to hang up his 
martyr’s palm over the War Office 
Mantelpiece. ys : 


The First Penalty of Disingenuousness. 


The Foreign Office, however, can at 
lease shift its ground, and declare for 
the good cause instead of belittling it 
with quibbling excuses. For see what the 
first effect of the nonsense about Belgium 
has been! It carried with it the inevit- 
able conclusion that when the last Ger- 
man was cleared off Belgian soil, peace- 
loving England, her reluctant work in 
this shocking war done, would calmly 


retire from the conflict, and leave her 
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Allies to finish the deal with Potsdam. 
Accordingly, after Mr. Asquith’s oration 
-at the Mansion House, the Allies very 
properly insisted on our signing a solemn 
treaty between the parties that they must 
all stand together to the very end. A 
pitifully thin attempt has been made to 
represent that the mistrusted party was 
France, and that the Kaiser was trying 
to buy her off. All one can say to that 
is that the people who believe that any 
French Government dare face the French 
people now with anything less than Al- 
sace and Lorraine as the price of peace, 
or that an undefeated and indeed master- 
fully advancing German Kaiser (as he 
seemed then) dare offer France such a 
price, would believe anything. Of course 
we had to sign; but if the Prime Minister 
had not been prevented by his own past 
from taking the popular line, we should 
not have been suspected of a possible back- 
ing-out when the demands of our sanc= 
timoniousness were satisfied. He would 
have known that we are not vindicating 
a treaty which by accident remains 
among the fragments of treaties of Paris, 
of Prague, of Berlin, of all sorts of 
places and dates, as the only European 
treaty that has hitherto escaped flat vio- 
lation: we are supporting the war as a 
war on war, on military coercion, on 
domineering, on bullying, on brute force, 
on military law, on caste insolence, on 
what Mrs. Fawcett called insensable dev- 
iltry (only to find the papers explaining 
apologetically that she, as a lady, had 
of course been alluding to war made by 
foreigners, not by England). Some of 
us, remembering the things we have our- 
selves said and done, may doubt whether 
Satan can cast out Satan; but as the job 
is not exactly one for an unfallen angel, 
we may as well let him have a try. 
The Blank Cheque. 

In the meantime behold us again hope- 
lessly outwitted by Eastern diplomacy 
as a direct consequence of this ill-starred 
outburst of hypocrisy about treaties! 
Everybody has said over and over again 
that this war is the most tremendous 
- war ever waged. Nobody has said that 
this new treaty is the most tremendous 
blank cheque we have ever been forced 


to sign by our Parliamentary party 
trick of striking moral attitudes. It is 
true that Mr. J. A. Hobson realised the 
situation at once, and was allowed to 
utter a little croak in a corner; but 
where was the trumpet note of warning 
that should have rung throughout the 
whole Press? Just consider what the 
blank cheque means. France’s draft on 
it may stop at the cost of recovering 
Alsace and Lorraine. We shall have to 
be content with a few scraps of German 
colony and the heavy-weight champion- 
ship. But Russia? When will she say 
“Hold! Enough!” Suppose she wants 
not only Poland, but Baltic Prussia? 
Suppose she wants Constantinople as her 
port of access to the unfrozen seas, in 
addition to the dismemberment of Aus- 
tria? Suppose she has the brilliant 
idea of annexing all Prussia, for which 
there is really something to be said by 
ethnographical map-makers, Militarist 
madmen, and Pan-Slavist megalomani- 
acs? It may be a reasonable order; but 
it is a large one; and the fact that we 
should have been committed to it with- 
out the knowledge of Parliament, with- 
out discussion, without warning, without 
any sort of appeal to public opinion or 
democratic sanction, by a stroke of Sir 
Edward Grey’s pen within five weeks ~ 
of his having committed us in the same 
fashion to an appalling European war, 
shews how completely the Foreign Office 
has thrown away all pretence of being 
any less absolute than the Kaiser him- 
self. It simply offers carte blanche to 
the armies of the Allies without a word 
to the nation until the cheque is signed. 
The only limit there is to the obligation 
is the certainty that the cheque will be 
dishonoured the moment the draft on it 
becomes too heavy. And that may 
furnish a virtuous pretext for another 
war between the Allies themselves. In 
any case no treaty can save each Ally 
from the brute necessity of surrendering 
and paying up if beaten, whether the 
defeat is shared by the others or not. 
Did I not say that the sooner we made 
up our minds to the terms of the treaty 
of peace, so that we might know what 
we were fighting for, and how far we 
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Instead 
scrap of 


were bound to go, the better? 
of which we sign a ridiculous “ 


paper ” to save ourselves the intolerable — 


fatigue of thought. 


Belgium Crucified Between the European 


Powers. 


And now, before I leave the subject 
of Belgium, what have we done for Bel- 
gium? Have we saved her soil from in- 
vasion? Were we at her side with half 
a million men when the avalanche fell 
on her? Or were we safe in our own 
country praising her heroism in para- 
graphs which all contrived to convey an 
idea that the Belgian soldier is about 
four feet high, but immensely plucky 
for his size? Alas, when the Belgian 
soldier cried: “Where are the Eng- 
lish?” the reply was “a mass of con- 
crete as large as a big room,” blown 
into the air by a German siege gun, 
falling back and crushing him into the 
earth we had not succeeded in saving 
from the worst of the horrors of war. 
We have not protected Belgium: Bel- 
gium has protected us at the cost of 
being conquered by Germany. It is now 
our sacred duty to drive the Germans 
out of Belgium. Meanwhile we might 
at least’rescue her refugees by a gen- 
_ erous grant of public money from the 
caprices of private charity. We need 
not press our offer to lend her money: 
German capitalists will do that for her 
with the greatest pleasure when the 
war is over. I think the Government 
realizes that now; for I note the after- 
thought that a loan from us need not 
bear interest. 

Now that we begin to see where we 
really are, what practical morals can 
we draw? a 


Unpreparedness the Price of Secrecy. 


First, that our autocratic foreign poli- 
cy, in which the Secretary for Foreign 
Affairs is always a Junker, and makes 
war and concludes war without consult- 
ing the nation, or confiding in it, or even 
refraining from deceiving it as to his in- 
tentions, leads inevitably to a disastrous 
combination of war and unpreparedness 
for war. Wars are planned which require 
huge expeditionary armies trained and 


equipped for war. But as such prepara- 
tion could not be concealed from the pub- 
lic, it is simply deferred until the war is 
actually declared and begun, at the most- 
frightful risk of such an annihilation of 
our little peace army as we escaped by 
the skin of our teeth at Mons and Cam- 
brai. The military experts tell us that it 
takes four months to make an infantry 
and six to make a cavalry soldier. And 
our way of getting an army able to fight 
the German army is to declare war on | 
Germany just as if we had such an army, 
and then trust to the appalling resultant 
peril and disaster to drive us into whole- 
sale enlistment, voluntary or (better still 
from the Junker point of view) compul- 
sory. It seems to me that a nation 
which tolerates such insensate methods 
and outrageous risks must shortly perish 
from sheer lunacy. And it is all pure 
superstition: the retaining of the meth- 
ods of Edward the First in the reign of 
George the Fifth. I therefore suggest 
that the first lesson of the war is that 
the Secretary of State for Foreign Af- 
fairs be reduced to the level of a simple 
Prime Minister, or even of a constitu- 
tional monarch, powerless to fire a single 
shot or sign a treaty without the authori- 
ty of the House of Commons, all diplo- 
matic business being conducted in a blaze 
of publicity, and the present regulation 
which exacts the qualification of a pri- 
vate income of at least £400 a year for 
a position in the Diplomatic Service re- 
placed by a new regulation that at least 
half the staff shall consist of persons 
who have never dined out at the houses 
of hosts of higher rank than unfashion- 
able solicitors or doctors. 


In these recommendations I am not 
forgetting that an effective check on 
diplomacy is not easy to devise, and that 
high personal character and class disin- 
terestedness (the latter at present un- 
attainable) on the part of our diplomat- 
ists will be as vital as ever. I well know 
that diplomacy is carried on at present 
not only by official correspondence meant 
for possible publication and subject to an 
inspection which is in some degree a re- 
sponsible inspection, but by private let- 
ters which the King himself has no right 
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to read. I know that even in the United 
States, where treaties and declarations 
of war must be made by Parliament, it 
is nevertheless possible for the President 
to bring about a situation in which Con- 
gress, like our House of Commons in the 
present instance, has no alternative but 
to declare war. But though complete 
security is impracticable, it does not fol- 
low that no precautions should be taken, 
or that a democratic tradition is no safer 
than a feudal tradition. A far graver 
doubt is raised by the susceptibility of 
the masses to war fever, and the appal- 
ling danger of a daily deluge of cheap 
newspapers written by nameless men and 
women whose scandalously low payment 
is a guarantee of their ignorance and 
their servility to the financial depart- 
ment, controlled by a moneyed class which 
not only curries favour with the military 
caste for social reasons, but has large di- 
rect interests in war as a method of rais- 
- ing the price of money, the only com- 
modity the moneyed class has to sell. 
But I am quite unable to see that our 
Junkers are less susceptible to the influ- 
ence of the Press than the people edu- 
cated by public elementary schools. On 
the contrary, our Democrats are more 
fool-proof than our Plutocrats; and the 
ravings our Junkers send to the papers 
for nothing in war time would be dear at 
a halfpenny a line. Plutocracy makes 
for war because it offers prizes to Pluto- 
crats: Socialism makes for peace because 
the interests it serves are international. 
So, as the Socialist side is the democratic 
side, we had better democratize our 
diplomacy if we desire peace. 


fate 
RECRUITING. 


And now as to the question of re- 
cruiting. This is pressing, because it 
is not enough for the Allies to win: we 
and not Russia must be the decisive 
factor in the victory, or Germany wil! 
not be fairly beaten, and we shall ke 
only rescued proteges of Russia, instead 
of the saviours of Western Europe. We 
must have the best army in Europe; 
and we shall not get it under existing 
arrangements. We are passing out of 


the first phase of the war fever, in which 
men flock to the colours by instinct, by 
romantic desire for adventure, by the 


determination not, as Wagner put it, “to 
let their lives be governed by fear of 
the end,” by simple destitution through 
unemployment, by rancour and pugnac- 
ity excited by the inventions of the 
Press, by a sense of duty inculcated in 
platform orations which would not stand 
half an hour’s discussion, by the in- 
citements and taunts of elderly non- 
combatants and maidens with a taste 
for mischief, and by the verses of poets 
jumping at the cheapest chance in their 
underpaid profession. The difficulty be- 
gins when all the men susceptible to 
these inducements are enlisted, and we 
have to draw on the solid, sceptical, 
sensible residuum who know the value 
of their lives and services and liberties, 
and will not give them except on sub- 
stantial and honourable conditions. These 
Tronsides know that it is one thing to | 
fight for your country, and quite another 
to let your wife and children starve to 
save our rich idlers from a rise in the 
supertax. They also know that it is one 
thing to wipe out the Prussian drill ser- 
geant and snob officer as the enemies of 
manhood and honour, and another to let 
that sacred mission be made an excuse 
for subjecting us to exactly the same 
tyranny in England. They have not 
forgotten the “On the knee” episode, 
nor the floggings in our military prisons, 
nor the scandalous imprisonment of Tom 
Mann, nor the warnings as to military 
law and barrack life contained even in 
Robert Blatchford’s testimony that the 
army made a man of him. 


What the Labour Party Owes to the 
Army. 

And here is where the Labour Party 
should come in. The Labour Party’s 
business is to abolish the Militar- 
ist soldier, who is only a quaint sur- 
vival of the King’s footman (himself a 
still quainter survival of the medieval 
baron’s retainer), and substitute for 
him a trained combatant with full civil 
rights, receiving the Trade Union rate 


‘of wages proper to a skilled worker at 
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a dangerous trade. It must co-operate 
with the Trade Unions in fixing this 
moral minimum wage for the citizen 
soldier, and in obtaining for him a 
guarantee that the wage shall continue 
until he obtains civil employment on 
standard terms at the conclusion of the 
war. It must make impossible the scan- 
dal of a monstrously. rich peer (his 
riches, the automatic result of ground 
land-landlordism, having “no damned 
nonsense of merit about them”) pro- 
claiming the official weekly allowance 
for the child of the British soldier in 
the trenches. That allowance is eight- 
eenpence, being less than one third of 
the standard allowance for an illegiti- 
mate child under an affiliation order. 
And the Labour Party must deprive the 
German bullet of its present double ef- 
fect in killing an Englishman in France 
and simultaneously reducing his wid- 
ow’s subsistence from a guinea a week 
to five shillings. Until this is done we 
are simply provoking Providence to de- 
stroy us. 


I wish I could say that it is hardly 
necessary to add that Trade Unionism 
must be instituted in the Army, so that 
there shall be accredited secretaries in 
the field to act as a competent medium 
of communication between the men on 
service and the political representatives 
of their class at the War Office (for I 
shall propose this representative innova- 
tion presently). It will shock our col- 
onels; but I know of no bodies of men 
for whom repeated and violent shocking 
is more needed and more likely to prove 
salutary than the regimental masses of 
the British army. One rather pleasant 
shock in store for them is the discovery 
that an officer and a gentleman, whose 
sole professional interest is the honour 
and welfare of his country, and who is 
bound to the mystical equality of life- 
and-death duty for all alike, will get on 
much more easily with a Trade Union 
secretary than a commercial employer 
whose aim is simply private profit and 
. who regards every penny added to the 
wages of his employees as a penny taken 
off his own income. Howbeit, whether the 
colonels like it or not—that is, whether 


they have become accustomed to it or 
not—it has to come, and its protection 
from Junker prejudice is another duty 


of the Labour Party. The Party as a 
purely political body must demand that 
the defender of his country shall retain 
his full civil rights unimpaired; that the 
unnecessary, mischievous, dishonourable 
and tyrannical slave code called military 
law, which at its most savagely stern 
point produced only Wellington’s com- 
plaint that “it is impossible to get a 
command obeyed in the British Army,” 
be carted away to the rubbish heap of 
exploded superstitions; and that if Eng- 
lishmen are not to be allowed to serve 
their country in the field as freely as 
they do in the numerous civil industries 
in which neglect and indiscipline are as 
dangerous as they are in war, their lead- 
ers and Parliamentary representatives 
will not recommend them to serve at all. 
In wartime these things may not matter: . 
discipline either goes by the board or 
keeps itself under the pressure of the 
enemy’s cannon; and bullying sergeants 
and insolent officers have something 
else to do than to provoke men they dis- 
like into striking them and then report- 
ing them for two years’ hard labour 
without trial by jury. In battle such 
officers.are between two fires. But sol- 
diers are not always, or even often, at 
war; and the dishonour of abdicating 
dearly-bought rights and liberties is a 
stain both on war and peace. Now is 
the time to get rid of that stain. If any 
officer cannot command men without it, 
as civilians and police inspectors do, that. 
officer has mistaken his profession and 
had better come home. 


Obsolete Tests in the Army. 


Another matter needs to be dealt with 
at the same time. There are immense 
numbers of atheists in this country; and 
though most of them, like the Kaiser, 
regard themselves as devout Christians, 
the best are intellectually honest enough 
to object to profess beliefs they do not 
hold, especially in the solemn act of dedi- 
cating themselves to death in the service 
of their country. Army form EF 501 A 
(September, 1912) secured to these the 
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benefit of the Bradlaugh Affirmation 
Act of 1888, as the enlisting soldier said 
simply “I, So and So, do make Oath, 
&e.” But recruits are now confronted 
with another form (E 501, June, 1914) 
running “I, So and So, swear by AIl- 
mighty God, &c.” On September 1st, at 
Lord Kitchener’s call, a civil servant ob- 
tained leave to enlist and had the oath 
put to him in this form by the attesting 
officer. He offered to swear in the 1912 
form. This was refused; and we accord- 
ingly lost a recruit of just that sturdily 
conscientious temper which has made the 
most. formidable soldiers known to 
history. I am bound to add, however, 
that the attesting officer, on being told 
that the oath would be a blasphemous 
farce to the conscience of the recruit, 
made no difficulty about that, and was 
quite willing to accept him if he, on his 


part, would oblige by professing what ~- 


he did not believe. Thus a Ghoorka’s re- 
ligious conscience is respected: an Eng- 
lishman’s is insulted and outraged. 

But, indeed, all these oaths are ob- 
structive and useless superstitions. No 
recruit will hesitate to pledge his word 
of honour to fight to the death for his 
country or for a cause with which he 
sympathizes; and that is all we re- 
quire. There is no need to drag in 
Almighty God and no need to drag in 
the King. Many an Irishman, many 
a colonial Republican, many an Amer- 
ican volunteer who would fight against 
the Prussian monarchy shoulder to 
shoulder with the French Republicans 


with a will, would rather not pretend ° 


to do it out of devotion to the British 
throne. To vanquish Prussia in this 
war we need the active aid or the sym- 
pathy of every Republican in the world. 
America, for instance, sympathizes with 
England, but classes the King with the 
Kaiser as an obsolete institution. Be- 
sides, even from the courtly point of 
view the situation is a delicate one. 
‘Why emphasize the fact that, formally 
speaking, the war is between two grand- 
sons of Albert the Good, that thorough- 
bred German whose London monument 
is so much grander than Cromwell’s? 


The Labour Party should also set its 
face firmly against the abandonment of 
Red Cross work and finance, or the sup- 
port of soldiers’ families, or the patrol- 
ling of the streets, to amateurs who re- 


gard the war as a wholesome patriotic 
exercise, or as the latest amusement in 
the way of charity bazaars, or as a foun- 
tain of self-righteousness. Civil volun- 
teering is needed urgently enough: one 
of the difficulties of war is that it cre- 
ates in certain departments a demand so 
abnormal that no peace establishment 
can cope with it. But the volunteers 
should be disciplined and paid: we are 
not so poor that we need spunge on any- 
one. And in hospital and medical service 
war ought not at present to cost more 
than peace would if the victims of our 
commercial system were properly tended, 
and our Public Health service adequately 
extended and manned. We should there- 
fore treat our Red Cross department as if 
it were destined to become a permanent 
service. No charity and no amateur an- 
archy and incompetence should be toler- 
ated. As to allowing that admirable de- 
tective agency for the defence of the 
West End against begging letter writers, 
the Charity Organization Society to touch 
the soldier’s home, the very suggestion 
is an outrage. The C. O. S., the Poor 
Law, and the charitable amateur, wheth- 
er of the patronizing or prying or gush- 
ing variety, must be kept as far from the 
army and its folk as if they were Ger- 
man spies. The business of our fashion- 
able amateurs is to pay Income Tax and 
Supertax. This time they will have to 
pay through the nose, vigorously wrung 
for that purpose by the House of Com- 
mons; so they had better set their own 
houses in order and leave the business 
of the war to be officially and responsi- 
bly dealt with and paid for at full stand- 
ard rates. i 


Wanted: Labour Representation in the 
War Office. 

But parliamentary activity is not suf- 
ficient. There must be a more direct 
contact between representative Labour 
and the Army, because Parliament can 
only remedy grievances, and that not be- 
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benefit of the Bradlaugh Affirmation 
Act of 1888, as the enlisting soldier said 
simply “I, So and So, do make Oath, 
&e.” But recruits are now confronted 
with another form (E 501, June, 1914) 
running “I, So and So, swear by AIl- 
mighty God, &c.” 
Lord Kitchener’s call, a civil servant ob- 


tained leave to enlist and had the oath 
put to him in this form by the attesting 
officer. He offered to swear in the 1912 
form. This was refused; and we accord- 
ingly lost a recruit of just that sturdily 
conscientious temper which has made the 
most. formidable soldiers known _ to 
history. I am bound to add, however, 
that the attesting officer, on being told 
that the oath would be a blasphemous 
farce to the conscience of the recruit, 
made no difficulty about that, and was 
quite willing to accept him if he, on his 
part, would oblige by professing what 
he did not believe. Thus a Ghoorka’s re- 
ligious conscience is respected: an Eng- 
lishman’s is insulted and outraged. 

But, indeed, all these oaths are ob- 
structive and useless superstitions. No 
recruit will hesitate to pledge his word 
of honour to fight to the death for his 
country or for a cause with which he 
‘sympathizes; and that is all we re- 
quire. There is no need to drag in 
Almighty God and no need to drag in 
the King: Many an Irishman, many 
a colonial Republican, many an Amer- 
ican volunteer who would fight against 
the Prussian monarchy shoulder to 
shoulder with the French Republicans 


On September ist, at 


with a will, would rather not pretend ° 


to do it out of devotion to the British 
throne. To vanquish Prussia in this 
war we need the active aid or the sym- 
pathy of every Republican in the world. 
America, for instance, sympathizes with 
England, but classes the King with the 
Kaiser as an obsolete institution. Be- 
sides, even from the courtly point of 
view the situation is a delicate one. 
Why emphasize the fact that, formally 
speaking, the war is between two grand- 
sons of Albert the Good, that thorough- 
bred German whose London monument 
is so much grander than Cromwell’s? 


The Labour Party should also set its 
face firmly against the abandonment of 
Red Cross work and finance, or the sup- 
port of soldiers’ families, or the patrol- 
ling of the streets, to amateurs who re- 


gard the war as a wholesome patriotic 
exercise, or as the latest amusement in 
the way of charity bazaars, or as a foun- 
tain of self-righteousness. Civil volun- 
teering is needed urgently enough: one 
of the difficulties of war is that it cre- 
ates in certain departments a demand so 
abnormal that no peace establishment 
can cope with it. But the volunteers 
should be disciplined and paid: we are 
not so poor that we need spunge on any- 
one. And in hospital and medical service 
war ought not at present to cost more 
than peace would if the victims of our 
commercial system were properly tended, 
and our Public Health service adequately. 
extended and manned. We should there- 
fore treat our Red Cross department as if 
it were destined to become a permanent 
service. No charity and no amateur an-. 
archy and incompetence should be toler- 
ated. As to allowing that admirable de- 
tective agency for the defence of the 
West End against begging letter writers, 
the Charity Organization Society to touch 
the soldier’s home, the very suggestion 
is an outrage. The C. O. S., the Poor 
Law, and the charitable amateur, wheth- 
er of the patronizing or prying or gush- 
ing variety, must be kept as far from the 
army and its folk as if they were Ger- 
man spies. The business of our fashion- 
able amateurs is to pay Income Tax and 
Supertax. This time they will have to 
pay through the nose, vigorously wrung 
for that purpose by the House of Com- 
mons; so they had better set their own 
houses in order and leave the business 
of the war to be officially and responsi- 
bly dealt with and paid for at full stand- 
ard rates. : 


Wanted: Labour Representation in the 
War Office. 

But parliamentary activity is not suf- 
ficient. There must be a more direct 
contact between representative Labour 
and the Army, because Parliament can 
only remedy grievances, and that not be- 
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South Africa, and were of course broken, 
as a promise to supply green cheese by 
quarrying the moon would have been 
broken. New employees must be found 
to do the work of the men who are in the 
field; and these new ones will not all be 
thrown into the street when the war is 
over to make room for discharged sol- 
diers, even if a good many of these sol- 
diers are not disqualified by their new 
training and habits for their old employ- 
ment. I repeat, there is only one assur- 
ance that can be given to the recruits 
without grossly and transparently delud- 
ing them; and that is that they shall not 
be discharged, except at their own re- 
quest, until civil employment is avail- 
able for them. 


Funking Controversy. 


This is not the only instance of the way 
in which, under the first scare of the 
war, we shut our eyes and opened our 
mouths to every folly. For example, 
there was a cry for the suspension of 
all controversy in the face of the national 
danger. Now the only way to suspend 
controversial questions during a period 
of intense activity in the very depart- 
ments in which the controversy has 
arisen is to allow them all to be begged. 
Perhaps I should not object if they were 
all begged in favour of my own side, as, 
for instance, the question of Socialism 
was begged in favour of Socialism when 
the Government took control of the rail- 
ways; bought up all the raw sugar; regu- 
lated prices; guaranteed the banks; sus- 
pended the operation of private con- 
tracts; and did all the things it had been 
declaring utterly and eternally Utopian 
and imposible when Socialists advocated 
them. But it is now proposed to suspend 
all popular liberties and constitutional 
safeguards; to muzzle the Press, and 
actually to have no contests at bye-elec- 
tions! This is more than a little too 
much. We have submitted to have our 
letters, our telegrams, our newspapers 
censored, our dividends delayed, our 
trains cut off, our horses and even our 
houses commandeered, our streets dark- 
ened, our restaurants closed, and our- 
selves shot dead on the public highways 
if we were slow to realize that some ex- 


cited person bawling in the distance was 
a sentry challenging us. But that we are 
to be politically gagged and enslaved as 
well; that the able-bodied soldier in the 
trenches, who depends on the able-minded 
civilian at home to guard the liberties 
of his country and protect him from 
carelesness or abuse of power by the au- 
thorities whom he must blindly and 
dumbly obey, is to be betrayed the mo- 
ment his back is turned to his fellow- 
citizens and his face to the foe, is not 
patriotism: it is the paralysis of mortal 
funk: it is the worst kind of cowardice in 
the face of the enemy. Let us hear no 
more of it, but contest our elections like 
men, and regain the ancient political 
prestige of England at home as our ex- 
peditionary force has regained it abroad. 


The Labour Party, then, need have 
no hesitation in raising all the stand- 
ing controversies between Democracy 
and Junkerism in their acutest form, 
and taking advantage of the war emerg- 
ency to press them to a series of parlia- 
mentary victories for Labour, whether 
in negotiations with the Government 
whips, in divisions on the floor of the 
House, or in strenuously contested bye- 
elections. No doubt our Junkers will 
try to disarm their opponents by repre- 
senting that it would be in the last de- 
gree unfair, un-English, and ungentle- 
manly on the part of the Labour mem- 
bers to seize any tactical advantage in 
parliamentary warfare, and most treach- 
erous and unpatriotic to attack their 
country (meaning the Junker Party) 
when it is at war. Some Labour mem- 
bers will be easily enough gulled in this 
way: it would be laughable, if the con- 
sequences were not so tragic, to see how 
our parliamentary beginners from the 
working class succumb to the charm of 
the Junker appeal. The Junkers them- 
selves are not to be coaxed in this man- 
ner: it is no use offering tracts to a 
missionary, as the poor Kaiser found 
when he tried it on. The Labour Party 
will soon learn the value of these polite 
demonstrations that it is always its 
duty not to hamper the governing 
classes in their very difficult and deli- 
cate and dangerous task of safeguard- 
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ing the interests of this great empire: 
in short, to let itself be gammoned by 
elegant phrases and by adroit practis- 
ings on its personal good-nature, its in- 
veterate proletarian sentimentality, and 
its secret misgivings as to the correct- 
ness of its manners. The Junkers have 
already taken the fullest advantage of 
the war to paralyze democracy. If the 
Labour members do not take a vigorous 
counter-offensive, and fight every par- 
liamentary trench to the last division, 
the Labour Movement will be rushed 
back as precipitately as General von 
Kluck rushed the Allies back from 
Namur to the gates of Paris. In truth, 
the importance of the war to the im- 
mense majority of Englishmen, French- 
men, and Germans lies in the possibility 
that when Junkers fall out common men 
may come by their own. 


iE: . 
‘THE TERMS OF PEACE. 


Natural Limits to Duration of the War. 


So much for the recruiting. Now for 
the terms of peace. It is time to take 
that subject in hand; for Lord Kitchen- 
er’s notion that we are going to settle 
down to years of war as we did a cen- 
tury ago is soldierly, but not sensible. 
It is, of course, physically possible for 
us to continue for twenty years digging 
trenches and shelling German troops and 
shoving German armies back when they 
are not shoving us, whilst old women 
pull turnips and tend goats in the fire 
zones across which soldiers run to shel- 
ter. But we cannot afford to withdraw 
a million male adults who have passed 
a strictish health test from the work of 
parentage for several years unless we 
intend to breed our next generation from 
parents with short sight, varicose veins, 
rotten teeth, and deranged internal or- 
gans. Soldiers do not think of these 
things: “ theirs not to reason why: theirs 
but to do and die ”’; but sensible civilians 
have to. And even soldiers know that 
you cannot make ammunition as fast as 
you can burn it, nor produce men and 
horses as instantaneously as you can kill 


them by machinery. It would be well, 
indeed, if our papers, instead of writing 
of ten-inch shells, would speak of £1,000 
shells, and regimental bands occasionally 
finish the National Anthem and the Bra- 
bangonne and the Marseillaise with the 
old strain, “ That’s the way the money 
goes: Pop goes the Ten Inch.” It is easy 
to rebuke Mr. Norman Angell and Herr 
Bloch for their sordid references to the 
cost of war; and Mr. H. G.: Wells is pro- 
foundly right in pointing out that the 
fact that war does not pay commercia!ly 
is greatly to its credit, as no high human 
activity ever,does pay commercially. But 
modern war does not even pay its way. 
Already our men have “pumped lead” 
into retreating Germans who had no lead 
left to pump back again; and sooner or 
later, if we go on indefinitely, we shall 
have to finish the job with our fists, and 
congratulate ourselves that both Georges 


Carpentier and Bombardier Wells are on 


our side. This war will stop when Ger- 
many throws up the sponge, which will 
happen long before she is utterly ex- 
hausted, but not before we ourselves shall 
be glad enough of a rest. Nations are 
like bees: they cannot kill except at the 
cost of their own lives. 


The question of terms will raise a 
fierce controversy. At the extremes of 
our public opinion we have two tempera- 
ments, first, our gentlemen, our sports- 
men, our daredevils, our preux cheva- 
liers. ‘To these the notion of reviling 
your enemy when he is up; kicking him 
when he is knocked down by somebody 
else; and gouging out his eyes, cutting 
out his tongue, hewing off his right arm, 
and stealing all his money, is abhorrent 
and cowardly. These gallants say, “It 
is not enough that we can fight Germany 
to-day. We can fight her any day and 
every day. Let her come again and 
again and yet again. We will fight her 
one to three; and if she comes on ten to 
one, as she did at Mons, we will mill on 
the retreat, and drive her back again 
when we have worn her down to our 
weight. If her fleet will not come out 
to fight us because we have too many 
ships, we will send all the odds in our 
favour back to Portsmouth and fight 
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ship to ship in the North Sea, and let the 
bravest and best win.” That is how gal- 
lant fighters talk, and how Drake is pop- 
ularly (though erroneously) supposed to 
have tackled the Armada. 


The Ignoble Attitude of Cruel Panic. 


But we are not all preux chevaliers. 
We have at the other extremity the 
people who are craving for loot and 
vengeance, who clamour for the humil- 
iation and torture of the enemy, who 
rave against the village burnings and 
shootings by the Prussians in one col- 
umn and exult in the same proceedings 
by the Russians in another, who demand 
that German prisoners of war shall be 
treated as criminals, who depict our 
Indian troops as savage cutthroats be- 
cause they like to think of their enemies 
being mauled in the spirit of the Indian 
Mutiny, who shriek that the Kaiser 
must be sent to Devil’s Island because 
St. Helena is too good for him, and who 
declare that Germany must be _ so 
maimed and trodden into the dust that 
she will not be able to raise her head 
again for a century. Let us call these 
people by their own favourite name, 
Huns, even at the risk of being unjust 
to the real Huns. And let us send as 
many of them to the trenches as we 
can possibly induce to go, in the hope 
that they may presently join the lists 
of the missing. Still, as they rather 
cling to our soil, they will have to be 
reckoned with when the settlement 
comes. But they will not count for much 
then. Most of them will be heartily 
ashamed of what they said in those first 
three or four- weeks of blue funk (I am 
too timid myself not to make allowances 


for that most distressing and universal, . 


but fortunately transient effect of 
war); and most of those who are not 
will be ashamed to bear malice publicly. 


The Commercial Attitude. 

Far more weighty in the matter will 
be the intermediate sections. First, our 
commercial main body, which thinks that 
chivalry is not business, and that ran- 
cour is childish, but cannot see why we 
should not make the Germans pay dam- 
ages and supply us with some capital to 


set the City going again, forgetting that 
when France did that after 1871 for 
Berlin, Berlin was set going so ef- 
fectually that it went headlong to a 
colossal financial smash, whilst the 
French peasant who had provided the 
capital from his old stocking throve 
soberly on the interest at the expense of 
less vital classes. Unfortunately Ger- 
many has set the example of this kind 
of looting. Prussian generals, like Na- 
poleon’s marshals, have always been 
shameless brigands, keeping up _ the 
seventeenth and eighteenth century tra- 
dition of making cities bribe them to re- 
frain from sack and pillage and even 
billeting, and being quite incapable of 
the magnificence of the great Condé (or 
was it Turenne?), who refused a pay- 
ment offered by a city on the ground that 
he had not intended to march through it. 
Blucher’s fury when Wellington would 
not allow him to plunder Paris, and his 
exclamation when he saw London “ What 
a city to loot!” is still regarded as fair 
soldiering; and the blackmail levied re- 
cently by the Prussian generals on the 
Belgian and French towns they have oc- 
cupied must, I suppose, be let pass as 
ransom, not as ordinary criminal looting. 
But if the penalty of looting be thus 
spared, the Germans can hardly complain 
if they are themselves held to ransom 
when the fortunes of war go against 
them. Liége and Lille and Antwerp and 
the rest must be paid their money back 
with interest; and there will be a big 
builder’s bill at Rheims. But we should 
ourselves refrain strictly from black- 
mail. We should sell neither our blood 
nor our mercy. If we sell either we are 
as much brigands as Blucher. 


Vindictive Damages. 


And we must not let ourselves be 
tempted to soil our hands under pretext 
of vindictive damages. The man who 
thinks that all the money in Germany 
could pay for the life of a single British 
drummer boy ought to be shot merely as 
an expression of the feeling that he is 
unfit to‘live. We stake our blood as 
the Germans stake theirs; and in that 
ganz besonderes Saft alone should wa 
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pay or accept payment. We had better 
- not say to the Kaiser at the end of the 
war, “ Scoundrel: you can never replace 
. the Louvain library, nor the sculpture of 
Rheims; and it follows logically that you 
shall empty your pockets into ours.” 
Much better say: “God forgive us all!” 
If we cannot rise to this, and must soil 
our hands with plunder, at least let us 
call it plunder, and not profane our lan- 
guage and our souls by giving it fine 
names. 


Our Annihilationists. 

Then we shall have the Militarists, 
who will want to have Germany “bled 
to the white,” dismembered and maimed, 
so that she may never do it again. Well, 
that is quite simple, if you are Militarist 
enough to do it. Loading Germany with 
debt will not do it. Towing her fleet 
into Portsmouth or sinking it will not 
do it. Annexing provinces and colonies 
will not do to it. The effective method 
is far shorter and more practical. What 
has made Germany formidable in this 
war? Obviously her overwhelmingly 
superior numbers. That was how she 
rushed us back almost to the gates of 
Paris. The organization, the readiness, 
the sixteen-inch howitzer helped; but it 
was the multitudinous Kanonenfutter 
that nearly snowed us under. The Brit- 
ish soldier at Cambrai and Le Cateau 
killed and killed until his rifle was too 
hot to hold and his hand was paralyzed 
with slayer’s cramp; but still they came 
and came. 


Why Not Kill the German Women? 


Well, there is no obscurity about that 
problem. Those Germans who took but 
an instant to kill had taken the travail 
of a woman for three-quarters of a year 
to breed, and eighteen years to ripen 
for the slaughter. All we have to do is 
to kill, say, 75 per cent. of all the women 
in Germany under 60. Then we may 
leave Germany her fleet and her money, 
and say “ Much good may they do you.” 
Why not, if you are really going in to 
be what you, never having read “this 
Neech they talk of,” call a Nietzschean 
Superman? War is not an affair of 
sentiment. 


Some of our newspapers | 


complain that the Germans kill the 
wounded and fire on field hospitals and 
Red Cross Ambulances. These same 
newspapers fill their columns with exult- 
ant accounts of how our wounded think 
nothing of modern bullet wounds and 
hope to be back at the front in a week, 
which I take to be the most direct in- 
citement to the Germans to kill the 
wounded that could be devized. It is no 
use being virtuously indignant: “stone 
dead hath no fellow” is an English prov- 
erb, not a German one. Even the killing 
of prisoners is an Agincourt tradition. 
Now it is not more-cowardly to kill a 
woman than to kill a wounded man. And 
there is only one reason why it is a 
greater crime to kill a woman than a 
man, and why women have to be spared 
and protected when men are exposed and 
sacrificed. That reason is that the de- 
struction of the women is the destruction 
of the community. Men are compara- 
tively of no account: kill 90 per cent. of 
the German men, and the remaining 10 
per cent. can repeople her. But kill the ~ 
women, and Delenda est Carthago. Now 
this is exactly what our Militarists want 
to ‘happen to Germany. Therefore the 
objection to killmg women becomes in 
this case the reason for doing it. Why 
not? No °reply is possible from the 
Militarist, disable-your-enemy point of 
view. If disablement is your will, there 
is your way, and the only effectual way. 
We really must not call the Kaiser and 
Von Bernhardi disciples of the mythical 
Neech when they have either overlooked 
or shrunk from such a glaring “bio- 
logical necessity.” A pair of puling 
pious sentimentalists if you like. But 
Supermen! Nonsense. O, my brother 
journalists, if you revile the Prussians, 
call them sheep led by snobs, call them 
beggars on horseback, call them sausage 
eaters, depict them in the good old Eng- 
lish fashion in spectacles and comforter, 
seedy overcoat buttoned over paunchy 
figure, playing the contrabass tuba in a 
street band; but do not flatter them with 
the heroic title of Superman, and hold 
up as magnificent villainies worthy of 
Milton’s Lucifer these common crimes of 
violence and raid and lust that any 
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drunken blackguard can commit when 
the police are away, and that no mere 
multiplication can dignify. As to Nietz- 
sche, with his Polish hatred of Prussia 
(who heartily reciprocated the senti- 
ment), when did he ever tell the Ger- 
mans to allow themselves to be driven 
like sheep to the slaughter in millions by 
mischievous dolts who, being for the most 
part incapable of reading ten sentences 
of a philosophic treatise without falling 
asleep, allow journalists as illiterate as 
themselves to persuade them that he got 
his great reputation by writing a cheap 
gospel for bullies? Strictly between our- 
selves, we also are an illiterate people; 
but we may at least hold our tongues 
about matters we don’t understand, and 
not say in the face of Europe that the 
English believe that the composer of 
Parsifal was a Militarist Prussian (he 
was an exiled revolutionist); that Nietz- 
sche was a diciple of Wagner (Nietzsche 
preferred the music of Bizet, a French- 
man); and that the Kaiser is a disciple 
of Nietzsche, who would have laughed 
his childish pietism to scorn. 
The Simple Answer. 


Nietzsche would certainly have agreed 
that we must kill the German women if 
we mean business when we talk of de- 
stroying Germany. But he would also 
have answered my Why not?, which is 
more than any consistent Militarist can. 
Indeed, it needs no philosopher to give 
the answer. The first ordinary anti- 
Militarist human person you meet will 
tell you that it would be too horrible; 
that life would be unbearable if people 
did such things. And he would be quite 
right; so please let us hear no more of 
kicking your enemy when he is down so 
that he may be unable to rise for a whole 
century. We may be unable to resist the 
temptation to loot Germany more or less 
if we conquer her. We are already ac- 
tively engaged in piracy against her, 
stealing her ships and selling them in 
our prize courts, instead of honestly de- 
taining them until the war is over and 
keeping a strict account of them. When 
gentlemen rise in the House of Com- 
mons and say that they owe Germans 
money and do not intend to pay it, one 


must face the fact that there will be a 
strong popular demand for plunder. War, 
after all, is simply a letting loose of or- 
ganized murder, theft, and piracy on a 
foe; and I have no doubt the average 
Englishman will say to me what Fal- 
staff said to Pistol concerning his share 
in the price of the stolen fan: “ Reason, 
you rogue, reason: do you think I’ll en- 
danger my soul gratis?” To which I 
reply, “If you can’t resist the booty, take 
it frankly, and know yourself for half 
patriot, half brigand; but don’t talk non- 
sense about disablement. Cromwell tried 
it in Ireland. He had better have tried 
Home Rule. And what Cromwell could 
not do to Ireland we cannot do to Ger- 
many.” 


The Sensible People. 


Finally we come to the only body of 
opinion in which there is any hope of 
civilization: the opinion of the people who 
are bent, not on gallantry nor revenge 
nor plunder nor pride nor panic nor glory 
nor any of the invidiousnesses of patriot- 
ism, but on the problem of how to so re- 
draw the map of Europe and reform its 
political constitutions that this abomina- 
ble crime and atrocious nuisance, a Euro- 
pean war, shall not easily occur again. 
The map is very important; for the open 
sores which have at last suppurated and 
burst after having made the world un- 
easy for years, were produced by alter- 
ing the colour of Alsace and Lorraine and 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina on the map. 
And the new map must be settled, not by 
conquest, but by consent of the people 
immediately concerned. One of the 
broken treaties of Europe which has been 
mentioned less frequently of late than 
the Belgian treaty is the treaty of 
Prague, by which a plebiscite was to 
have been taken on the subject of the 
nationality of Schleswig and Holstein. 
That plebiscite has never been taken. It 
may have to be taken, with other plebis- 
cites, before this war is settled. 


German Unity Inviolable. 


But here let me warn those who are 
hoping for a disintegrated Germany 
like that which Thackeray ridiculed, 
that their hopes are vain.. The southern 
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Germans, the friendliest, most easy- 


going people in the world (as far as I 
know the world) dislike the Prussians 


far more heartily than we do; but. they 
know that they are respected and strong 
and big as part of United Germany, 
and that they were weak and despised 
and petty as separate kingdoms. Ger- 
many will hold together. No doubt the 
Germans may reasonably say to the 
Prussian drill sergeant and his master 
Hohenzollern, “ A nice mess you have 
made of your job after all we have en- 
dured from you because we believed 
you could make us: invincible. We 
thought that if you were hard masters 
you were at any rate good grenadiers; 
but here are these piffling little Bel- 
gians and these Russians who were 
beaten by the Japanese, and these Eng- 
lish who made such a poor show against 
a handful of Boer farmers, fighting 
and organizing just as well as you. So, 
as the French and English are organ- 
ized as a republic and an extremely lim- 
ited monarchy; we will try how that 
sort of constitution will suit us.” But 
they will not break up: on the contrary, 
they are much more likely to extend the 
German community by incorporating Ger- 
man Austria. And as this would raise 
the question whether Hohenzollern or 
Hapsburg should rule the roost, the 
simplest solution would be to get rid of 
them both, and take the sooner or later 
inevitable step into the democratic re- 
publican form of Government to which 
Europe is visibly tending, though “ this 
king business,” as my American corre- 
spondents call it, has certain conve- 
niences when it is limited and combined 
with an aristocracy also limited by 
primogeniture and politically controlled 
by a commonalty into which all but the 


eldest brothers in the aristocratic fam-~ 


ilies fall, thus making the German seg- 
regation of the adel class impossible. 
Such a monarchy, especially when the 
monarch is a woman, as in Holland to- 
day, and in England under Victoria, 
is a_fairly acceptable working substi- 
tute for a formal republic in old civil- 
izations with inveterate monarchical 
traditions, absurd as it is in new and 


essentially democratic States. At any 
rate, it is conceivable that the western 
allies might demand the introduction 
of some such political constitution in 
Germany and Austria as a guarantee; 
for though the demand would not please 
Russia, some of Russia’s demands will 
not please us; and there must be some 
give and take in the business. 


Limits of Constitutional Interference. 


Let us consider this possibility for a mo- 
ment. First, it must be firmly postulated 
that civilized nations cannot have their 
political constitutions imposed on them 
from without if the object of the arrange- 
ment is peace and stability. If a victor- 
ious Germany were to attempt to impose 
the Prussian constitution on France and 
England, they would submit to it just as 
Ireland submitted to Dublin Castle, which, 
to say the least, would not be a millennial 
settlement. Profoundly as we are con- 

“vineed that our Government of India is 
far better than any native Indian gov- 
ernment could be (the assumption that. 
“natives ” could govern at all being made 
for the sake of argument with due re- 
luctance), it is quite certain that until © 
it becomes as voluntary as the parlia- 
mentary government of Australia, and 
has been modified accordingly, it will 
remain an artificial, precarious, and con- 
tinually threatening political structure. 
Nevertheless, we need not go to the oppo- 
site extreme and conclude that a political 
constitution must fit a country so accu- 
rately that it must be home-made to 
measure. Europe has a stock of ready- 
made constitutions,’ both Monarchical 
and Republican, which will fit any west- 
ern European nation comfortably enough. 
We are at present considerably bothered 
by the number of Germans who, though 
their own country and constitution is 
less than a day’s journey away, settle 
here and marry Englishwomen without 
feeling that our constitution is unbear- 
able. Englishmen are never tired of de- 
claring that “they do things bettcr 
abroad” (as a matter of fact they often 
do), and that the» ways of Prussia are 
smarter than the ways of Paddington. 
It is therefore quite possible that a 
reach-me-down constitution proposed, 
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not by the conquerors, but by an interna- 
tional congress with no interest to serve 
but the interests of peace, might prove 
acceptable enough to a nation thoroughly 
disgusted with its tyrants. 


Physician: Heal Thyself. 


Now a congress which undertook the 
Liberalization of Germany would cer- 
tainly not stop there. If we invite a con- 
gress to press for a democratization: of 
the German constitution, we must con- 
sent to the democratization of our own. 
If we send the Kaiser to St. Helena (or 
whatever the title of the Chiselhurst villa 
may be) we must send Sir Edward Grey 
there, too. For if on the morrow of the 
peace we may all begin to plot and plan 
one another’s destruction over again in 
the secrecy of our Foreign Office, so that 
in spite of Parliament and free demo- 
cratic institutions the Foreign Secretary 
may at any moment step down from the 
Foreign Office to the House of Commons 
and say, “I arranged yesterday with the 
ambassador from Cocagne that England 
is to join his country in fighting Brob- 
dingnag; so vote me a couple of hundred 
millions,’ and off with you to the 
trenches,” we shall be just where we 
were before as far as any likelihood of 
putting an end to war is concerned. The 
congress will certainly ask us to pledge 
ourselves that if we shake the mailed fist 
at all we shall shake it publicly, and that 
though we may keep our sword ready 
(let me interject in passing that disarm- 
ament is all nonsense: nobody is going 
to disarm after this experience) it shall 
be drawn by the representatives of the 
nation, and not by Junker diplomatists 
who despise and distrust the nation, and 
have planned war behind its back for 
years. Indeed they will probably demur 
to its being drawn even by the represen- 
tative of the nation until the occasion 
has been submitted to the judgment of 
the representatives of the world, or such 
beginnings of a world representative 
body as may be possible. That is the 
true Weltpolitik. 


The Hegemony of Peace. 


For the main business of the settle- 
ment, if it is to have any serious busi- 


nes at all, must be the establishment of 
a Hegemony of Peace, as desired by all 
who are really capable of high civiliza- 
tion, and formulated by me in the daily 
Press in a vain attempt to avert this 
mischief whilst it was brewing. No- 
body took the smallest public notice of 
me; so I made a lady in a play say “ Not 
bloody likely,” and instantly became fa- 
mous beyond the Kaiser, beyond the Tsar, 
beyond Sir Edward Grey, beyond Shake- 
speare and Homer and President Wilson, 
the papers occupying themelves with me 
for a whole week just as they are now 
occupying themselves with the war, and 
one paper actually devoting a special 
edition to a single word in my play, 
which is more than it has done for the 
Treaty of London (1839). I concluded 
then that this was a country which really 
could not be taken seriously. But the 
habits of a lifetime are not so easily 
broken; and I am not afraid to produce 
another dead silence by renewing my 
good advice, as I can easily recover my 
popularity by putting still more shocking 
expressions into my next play, especially 
now that events have shewn that I was 
right on the point of foreign policy. 


East Is East; and West Is West. 

I repeat, then, that there should be 
a definite understanding that whatever 
may happen or not happen further east, 
England, France, and Germany solemn- 
ly pledge themselves to maintain the in- 
ternal peace of the west of Europe, and 
renounce absolutely all alliances and en- 
gagements that bind them to join any 
Power outside the combination in mili- 
tary operations, whether offensive or 
defensive, against one inside it. We 
must get rid of the monstrous situation 
that produced the present war. France 
made an alliance with Russia as a de- 
fence against Germany. Germany made 
an alliance with Austria as a de- 
fence against Russia. England ~joined 
the Franco-Russian alliance as a de- 
fence against Germany and Austria. 
The result was that Germany became 
involved in a quarrel between Austria 
and Russia. Having no quarrel with 
France, and only a second-hand quarrel 
with Russia, she was, nevertheless, 
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forced to attack France in order to dis- 
able her before she could strike Ger- 
many from behind when Germany was 
fighting France’s ally, Russia. And this 
attack on France forced England to 
come to the rescue of England’s ally, 
France. Not one of the three nations 
(as distinguished from their tiny Junk- 
er-Militarist cliques) wanted to fight; 
for England had nothing to gain and 
Germany had everything to lose, whilst 
France had given up hope of her 
Alsace-Lorraine revanche, and would 
certainly not have hazarded a war for 
it. Yet because Russia, who has a great 
deal to gain by victory and nothing ex- 
cept military prestige to lose by defeat, 
had a quarrel with Austria over Servia, 
she has been able to set all three west- 
ern friends and neighbours shedding 
“rivers of blood” from one another’s 
throats; an outrageous absurdity. Fifty 


years ago the notion of England help 


ing Russia and Japan to destroy Ger- 
many would have seemed as suicidal as 
Canada helping the Apaches to destroy 
the United States of America; and 
though we now think much better of 
the Japanese (and also, by the way, of 
the Apaches), that does not make us 
any the more patient with the man who 
burns down his own street because he 
admires the domestic architecture of 
Yokohama, especially when the fire 
presently spreads to the cathedral of 
Rheims. It is bad enough that we should 
have betrayed oriental Persia to orien- 
tal Russia as we-did (and get nothing 
for our pains but what we deserved) ; 
but when it comes to sacrificing occi- 
dental Germany to her as well, we are 
sharpening a knife for our own occi- 
dental throat. The Russian Government 
is the open enemy of every liberty we 
boast of. Charles I.’s unsuccessful at- 
tempt to arrest five members of the 
House of Commons for disagreeing with 
him is ancient history here: it occurred 
272 years ago; but the Tsar’s successful 
attempt to arrest thirty members of 
the Duma and to punish them as dan- 
gerous criminals is a fact of to-day. Un- 
der Russian government people whose 
worst crime is to find The Daily News 
_@ congenial newspaper are hanged, 


flogged, or sent to Siberia as a matter 
of daily routine; so that before 1906 
even the articles in The Times on such 
events as the assassinations of Bobri- 
koff and the Grand Duke were simply 
polite paraphrases of “ Serve him right.” 
It may be asked why our newspapers 
have since ceased to report examples 
of Russia’s disregard of the political 
principles we are supposed to stand for. 
The answer is simple. It was in 1906 
that we began to lend Russia money, 
and Russia began to advertise in The 
Times. Since then.she has been welcome 
to flog and hang her H. G. Wellses and 
Lloyd Georges by the dozen without a 
word of remonstrance from our pluto- 
cratic Press, provided the interest is 
paid punctually. Russia has been em- 
braced in the large charity of cosmo- 
politan capital, the only charity that 
does not begin at home. 


The Russian Russians and Their Prussian 
Tsars. 


And here I must save my face with my 
personal friends who are either Russians 
or discoverers of the soul of the Rus- 
sian people. I hereby declare to Sasha 
Kropotkin and Cunninghame Graham 
that my heart is with their Russia, the 
Russia of Tolstoy and Turgenieff and 
Dostoieffsky, of Gorki and Tchekoff, of 
the Moscow Art Theatre and the Drury 
Lane Ballet, of Peter Kropotkin and all 
the great humanitarians, great artists, 
and charming people whom their very 
North German Tsars exile and imprison 
and flog and generally do what in them 
lies to suppress and abolish. For the 
sake of Russian Russia, I am prepared 
to strain every point in Prussian Rus- 
sia’s favour. I grant that the Nihilists, 
much as we loved them, were futile ro- 
mantic people who could have done no- 
thing if Alexander II. had abdicated and 
offered them the task of governing Rus- 
sia instead of persecuting them and being 
finally blown to bits by them. I grant 
that the manners of the Fins to the Rus- 
sians are described as insufferable both 
by the Swedes and the Russians, and 
that we never listened to the Russian side 
of that story. I am ready to grant Gil- 
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bert Murray’s plea that the recent rate 
of democratic advance has been greater 


in Russia than anywhere else in Europe, 
though it does remind me a little of the 
bygone days when the Socialists, scor- 
ing 20 votes at one general election and 
forty at the next, were able to demon- 
strate that their gain of 100 per cent. 
was immensely in excess of the wretched 
two or three per cent. that was the best 
the Unionists or Liberals could shew. 
I am willing to forget how short a time 
it is since Sir Henry Campbell-Banner- 
man said: “ The Duma is dead: long live 
the Duma!” and since we refused to 
allow the Tsar to land in England when 
his ship was within gangway’s length 
of our shore, on which occasion I myself 
held up the Anglo-Russian agreement for 
the partition of Persia to the execration 
of a crowd in Trafalgar Square, whilst 
our Metropolitan Police snatched the 
l'sarbeleidigend English newspapers from 
the sellers and tore them up precisely in 
the Cossack manner. I have an enor- 
mous relish for the art of Russia; I 
perceive a spirit in Russia which is the 
natural antidote to Potsdamnation; and 
I like most of the Russians I know quite 
unaffectedly. I could find it in my 
heart to reproach the Kaiser for making 
war on the Russia of these delightful 
people, just as I like to think that at this 
very moment good Germans may be ask- 
ing him how he can bring himself to dis- 
charge shrapnel at the England of Ber- 
nard Shaw and Cunninghame Graham. 
History may not forgive him for it; but 
the practical point at the moment is that 
he does it, and no doubt attributes the 
perfidy of England to the popularity of 
our works. And as we have to take the 
Kaiser as we find him, and not as the 
Hohenzollern legend glorifies him, I have 


to take the Tsar as I find him. When 


we fight the Kaiser we are not fighting 
Bach and Wagner and Strauss, to whom 
we have just joyfully surrendered with- 
out a blow at the battle of Queen’s Hall, 
but all the forces in Germany that made 
things hard for Wagner and Strauss. 
And when we fight for the Tsar we are 
not fighting for Tolstoy and Gorki, but 
for the forces that Tolstoy thundered 


against all his life and that would have 
destroyed him had he not been himself 


a highly connected Junker as well as a 
revolutionary Christian. And if I doubt 
whether the Tsar would feel comfortable 
as a member of a Democratic League of 
Peace, I am not doubting the good intent 
of Kropotkin: I am facing the record of 
Kropotkin’s imperial jailer, and standing 
on the proud fact that England is the 
only country in Europe, not excepting 
even France, in which Kropotkin has 
been allowed to live a free man, and had 
his birthday celebrated by public meet- 
ings all over the country, and his articles 
welcomed by the leading review. In 
point of fact, it is largely on Kropotkin’s 
account that I regard the Tsar as a gen- 
tleman of slightly different views to 
President Wilson, and hate the infamous 
tyranny of which he is the figurehead 
as I hate the devil. And I know that 
practically all our disinterested and 
thoughtful supporters of the war feel 
deeply uneasy about the Russian alliance. 
At all events, I should be trifling grossly 
with the facts of the situation if I pre- 
tended that the most absolute autocracy 
in Europe, commanding an inexhaustible 
army in an invincible country with a 
dominion stretching from the Baltic te 
the Pacific, may not, if it achieves a 
military success against the most dread- 
ed military Power in Europe, be stirred 
to ambitions far more formidable to 
western liberty and human welfare than 
those of which Germany is now finding 
out the vanity after worrying herself 
and everyone else with them for forty 
years. When all is said that can be 
said for Russia, the fact remains that a 
forcibly Russianized German province 
would be just such another open sore in 
Europe as Alsace-Lorraine, Poland, 
Macedonia or Ireland. It is useless to 
dream of guarantees: if Russia undertook 
to govern democratically she would not 
be able to redeem her promise: she would 
do better with primitive Communism. 
Her city populations may be as capable 
of Democracy as our own (it is, alas! 
not saying much); but the overwhelming 
mass of peasants to whom the Tsar is 
a personal God will for a long time to 
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come make his bureaucracy irresistible. 
As against Russian civilization German 
and Austrian civilization is our civiliza- 
tion: there is no getting over that. A 
constitutional kingship of Poland and a 
sort of Caliphate of the Slavs in re- 
mapped southeastern Europe, with that 
access to warm sea water which is Rus- 
sia’s common human right, valid against 
all Balances of Power and Keys to India 
and the like, must be her reward for her 
share in the war, even if we have 
to nationalize Constantinople to secure 
it to her. But it cannot be too frankly 
said at the outset that any attempt to 
settle Europe on the basis of the present 
hemming in of a consolidated Germany 
and German Austria by a hostile com- 
bination of Russia and the extreme states 
against it, would go to pieces by its own 
inherent absurdity, just as it has al- 
ready exploded most destructively by its 


own instability. Until Russia becomes 


a federation of several separate demo- 
cratic States, and the Tsar is either pro- 
moted to the honourable position of hered- 
itary President or else totally abolished, 
the eastern boundary of the League of 
Peace must be the eastern boundary of 
Swedish, German, and Italian civiliza- 
tion; and Poland must stand between it 
and the quite different and for the mo- 
ment unassimilable, civilization of Rus- 
sia, whose friendship we could not really 
keep on any other terms, as a closer 
alliance would embarrass her as much as 
it would embarrass us. Meanwhile, we 
must trust to the march of Democracy 
to de-Russianize Berlin and de-Prussian- 
ize Petrograd, and to put the nagaikas 
of the Cossacks and the riding-whips 
with which Junker officers slash German 
privates, and the forty tolerated homo- 
sexual brothels of Berlin, and all the 
other psychopathic symptoms of over- 
feeding and inculcated insolence and 
sham virility in their proper place, which 
I take to be the dustbin. 


Driving Capital Out of the Country. 


But I must here warn everyone con- 
cerned that the most formidable opposi- 
tion to, the break-up of these unnatural 
alliances between east and west, between 


Democracy and Autocracy, between the 
twentieth century and the Dark Ages, 
will not come from the Balancers of 


Power. They are not really Balance of 
Power alliances: in fact, they are tending 
to an enormous overbalance of power in 
favor of the east as against the west and 
in favor of Militarist Autocracy as 
against Democracy. They are at root 
absolutely unpatriotic, even abso- 
lutely conscienceless products of 
commercial finance; and the Balance 
of Power theories are only the 
attempts of our diplomats to put a 
public spirited face on the operations of 
private cupidity. This is not the first 
time nor the second that I have had to 
urge that the greatest danger to us in 
the sphere of foreign politics is the tend- 
ency of capital to run away from civili- 
zation: the one running downhill to hell 
as naturally as the other struggles uphill 
to the Celestial City. The Englishman 
is allowed to produce the subsistence of 
himself and his family only on condition 
that he produces the subsistence of the 
capitalist and his retainers as well; and 
lo! he finds more and more that these 
retainers are not Englishmen, but Rus- 
sians, South Americans, Kaffirs, Per- 
sians, or yellow or black barbarians 
armed for his destruction (not to men- 
tion Prussians and Austrians), and that 
the treaties made by our diplomatists 
have less and less to do with the security 
of the nation or the balance of power or 
any other public business, and more and 
more with capitalist opportunities of 
making big dividends out of slavish 
labour. For instance, the Anglo-Russian 
agreement is not a national treaty: it is 
the memorandum of a commercial agree- 
ment settling what parts of Persia are 
to be exploited by the Russian and Eng- 
lish capitalists respectively; the capital- 
ists, always against State interference 
for the benefit of the people, being very 
strongly in favor of it for coercing strik- 
ers at home and keeping foreign rivals 
off their grass abroad. And the absurd 
part of it is that when the State has thus 
arranged for our capitalists to exploit 
certain parts of Persia, and for their 
sakes to protect the parliamentary liber- 
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ties of the part left to Russia, they dis- 
covered that, after all, the most profita- 
ble game was to lend Russia the money 


to exploit with, and to facilitate the op- 
eration by allowing her to destroy the 
Persian parliament in the face of our 
own exhortation to it to keep the flag 
flying, which we accordingly did without 
a blush. The French capitalists had 
dragged France into an alliance with 
Russia long before this; but the French 
Republic had the excuse of the German 
peril and the need for an anti-German 
ally. Her natural ally for that purpose 
was England; but as there was no market 
in England for her money, her plutocrats 
drove her into the alliance with Russia 
as well; and it is that alliance and not 
the alliance with England that has terri- 
fied Germany into flying at her throat 
and plunging Europe into a frightful 
war. The natural alliance with England 
twice averted war: in the Moroccan crises 
of Algeciras and Agadir, when Sir Ed- 
ward Grey said boldly that we should de- 
fend France, and took the first steps 
towards a joint military and naval con- 
trol of the French and English forces. 
Why he shrank from that firm position 
last July and thereby led Germnay to 
count so fatally on our neutrality I do 
not pretend to know; it suffices for my 
argument that we were able to hold the 
balance between France and Germany, 
but failed to hold it between Germany 
and Russia, and that it was the placing 
of Russian loans in France and England 
that brought Russia into our western af- 
fairs. It would have paid us ten times 
over to have made Russia a present of 
all we and France have lent her (indem- 
nifying, of course, the holders of the 
stock through an addition to the income 
tax) rather than pay the price of a Euro- 
pean war. But what is the use of crying 
for spilt milk? I am merely explaining 
why, when French money went to Rus- 
sia, the French papers discovered that 
the Russians were a most interesting 
people and their Government—properly 
understood—a surprisingly Liberal Gov- 
ernment; and why, when English money 
went to Russia, the English press sud- 
denly developed leanings towards the 


Greek Church, and deplored the unoffi- 
cial execution of Stolypin as deeply as it 
had rejoiced in the like fate of Bobri- 
koff. The upshot of it all is that west- 
ern civilization is at present busy com- 
mitting suicide by machinery, and im- 
porting hordes of Asiatics and Africans 
to help in the throat cutting, not for the 
benefit of the silly capitalists, who are 
being ruined wholesale, but to break up 
the Austrian Empire for the benefit of 
Russia and the Slavs of eastern Europe, 
which may be a very desirable thing, but 
which could and should be done by the 
eastern Powers among themselves, with- 
out tearing Belgium and Germany and 
France and England to pieces in the 
process. 


The Red Flag and the Black. 


Will you now at last believe, O stupid 
British, German, and French patriots, 
what the Socialists have been telling you 
for so many years: .that your Union 
Jacks and tricolours and Imperial Eagles 
(“where the carcase is, there will the 
eagles be gathered”) are only toys to 


keep you amused, and that there are only 
two real flags in the world henceforth: 
the red flag of Democratic Socialism and 
the black flag of Capitalism, the flag of 
God and the flag of Mammon? What 
earthly or heavenly good is done when 
Tom Fool shoots Hans Narr? The plain 
fact is that if we leave our capital to be 
dealt with according to the selfishness of 
the private man he will send it where 
wages are low and workers enslaved and 
docile: that is, as many thousand miles 
as possible from the Trade Unions and 
Trade Union rates and parliamentary 
Labour Parties of civilization; and Ger- 
many, at his sordid behest, will plunge 
the world into war for the sake of dis- 
gracing herself with a few rubber plan- 
tations, poetically described by her ora- 
tors and journalists as “a place in the 
sun.” When you do what the Socialists 
tell you by keeping your capital jealously 
under national control and reserving your 
shrapnel for the wasters who not only 
shirk their share of the industrial service 
of their country, but intend that their 
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-children and children’s children shall be 
idle wasters like themsclves, you will 
find that not a farthing of our capital 
will go abroad as long as there is a Brit- 
ish slum to be cleared and rebuilt, or a 
hungry, ragged, and ignorant British 
child to be fed, clothed, and educated. 


A League of Peace. 


But in the west I see no insuperable 
obstacle to a Treaty of Peace in the 
largest sense. This war has smoothed 
the way to it, if I may use the word 
smoothing to describe a process conduced 
with so little courtesy and so much 
shrapnel. Germany has now learned— 
and the lesson was apparently needed, 
obvious as it would have been to a sane- 
ly governed nation—that when it comes 
to shoving and shooting, Germany in- 
stantly loses all the advantages of her 
high civilization, because France and 
England, cultured or uncultured, can 


shove and shoot as well or beter than” 


she, whilst as to slashing and stabbing, 
their half barbarous Turco and Ghoorka 
slaves can cut the Prussian Guard to bits, 
in spite of the unquestionable superiority 
of Wagner’s music to theirs. Then take 
France. She does not dream that she 
could fight Germany and England 
single-handed. And England could not 
fight France and Germany without a 
sacrifice as ruinous as it would be sense- 
less. We therefore have the necessary 
primary conditions for a League of Peace 
between the three countries; for if one 
of them break it, the other two can make 
her sorry, under which circumstances 
she will probably not break it. The pres- 
ent war, if it end in the reconquest of 
Alsace and Lorraine by the French, will 
make such a League much more stable; 
not that France can acquire by mere con- 
quest any right to hold either province 
against its will (which could be ascer- 
tained by plebiscite), but because the 
honors of war as between France and 
Germany would then be easy, France 
having regained her laurels and taught 
Germany to respect her, without obliter- 
ating the record of Germany’s triumph 
in 1870. And if the war should further 
result in the political reconstruction of 


the German Empire as a democratic 
Commonwealth, and the conquest by the 
English people of democratic control of 
English foreign policy, the combination 
would be immensely eased and strength- 
ened, besides being brought into harmony | 
with American public feeling, which is 
important to the security and prestige 
of the League. 


The Case of the Smaller States. 


Already the war has greatly added 
to the value of one of the factors upon 
which the League of Peace will depend. 
The smaller States: Holland, Belgium, 
Switzerland, and~ the Scandinavian 
Powers, would have joined it any time 
these 40 years, had it existed, for the 
sake of its protection, and thereby made 
the Protestant north of Mr. Houston 
Chamberlain’s dream as much a reality 
as any such dream is ever likely to be. 
But after the fight put up by Belgium 


_the other day, the small States will be 


able to come in with the certainty of 
being treated with considerable respect 
as military factors; for Belgium can 
now claim to have saved Europe single- 
handed. Germany has been very un- 
pleasantly reminded of the fact that 
though a big man may be able to beat 
a little one, yet if the little one fights 
for all he is worth he may leave the 
victor very sorry he broke the peace. 
Even as between the big Powers, vic- 
tory has not, as far as the fighting has 
yet gone, been always with the biggest 
battalions. With a couple of millions - 
less men, the Kaiser might have taken 
more care of them and made a better 
job of it. 

At the same time I hold no brief for 
small States as such, and most vehe- 
mently deny that we are in any way 
bound to knight errantry on their behalf 
as against big ones. They are mostly 
either incorrigibly bellicose themselves, 
like Montenegro, or standing tempta- 
tions to the big Powers, like Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. They multiply frontiers, 
which are nuisances, and languages, 
which have made confusion since the 
building of Babel. The striking contrast 
between the United States of North 
America: and the disunited States of 
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South America in this respect is, from 
the Pacifist point of view, very much in 
favor of the northern unity. The only 
objection to large political units is that 
they make extremely dangerous autoc- 
racies. But as groups of federated de- 
mocracies they are the best neighbours 
in the world. A federal democratic Rus- 
sia would be as safe a colleague as 
America: a federal democratic Germany 
would be as pleasant company as Switz- 
erland. Let us, I beg, hear no more of 
little States as British Dulcineas. 


The Claims of Belgium. 


As to the special case of Belgium, its 
claims in the settlement are simple and 
indeed single. If we conclude a peace 
without clearing the Germans complete- 
ly out of Belgium, we shall be either 
beaten or dishonoured. And such in- 
demnity as a money payment can effect 
for Belgium is due not only by Ger- 
many, but by Britain, France, and Rus- 
sia as well. Belgium has been crushed 
between the Alliance and the Entente: 
it was these two menaces to the peace 
of Europe that produced Armageddon; 
and as Belgium’s heroic resistance 
served the Entente against the Alliance, 
the obligation to make good the reme- 
diable damage is even more binding on 
the Entente. 

But there is another and more press- 
ing matter arising out of the conquest 
of Belgium. 


The Belgian Refugees and the Problem 
of Unemployment. 


As I write these lines the descent on 
our shores of an army of refugees from 
captured Antwerp and threatened Ostend 
has forced the President of the Local 
Government Board to make a desperate 
appeal to all and sundry to form repre- 
sentative committees to deal with the 
prevention and relief of distress: in other 
words to save the refugees from starving 
to death. Now the Board of Trade has 
already drawn attention to a memoran- 
dum of the Local Government Board as 
to the propriety of providing employment 
for refugees. And instantly and inevit- 
ably the condition had to be laid down 
that if the Committees find employment 


for anyone, they shall refer the case to 


the local Labour Exchange in order that 
“any steps taken to assist refugees to 
find employment shall not be such as to 
endanger the employment of British 
workpeople.” In other words, the starv- 
ing Belgians have fled from the Germans 
only to compete for crust with starving 
Englishmen. As long as there is an un- 
employed Englishman in the country— 
and there are a good many, especially in 
the cotton industry—how is it possible to 
give a job to a Belgian without depriving 
an Englishman of it? Why, instead of 
making impossible conditions, and help- 
lessly asking private citizens to do some- 
thing for pity’s sake, will not the Gov- 
ernment face the fact that the refugee 
question is simply an intensification of 
the normal unemployed question, the only 
difference being that we are accustomed 
to leave our own people to starve when 
they are common persons with whom 
the governing classes do not associate, 
whereas the Belgians have rendered us 
such a tremendous service in the war, 
and our statesmen have so loudly pro- 
tested that the integrity of Belgium is 
dearer to England than her own heart’s 
blood, that we cannot with any decency 
treat the destitute Belgians as if they 
were mere British riffraff. Yet when we 
attempt to provide for the Belgians by 
finding work for them the Board of 
Trade has to point out that by doing so 
we are taking the bread out of the 
mouths of our own people. Hence we 
arrive at the remarkable situation of 
starving Britons and Belgians looking 
hungrily through barbed wire fences at 
flourishing communities of jolly and well 
fed German prisoners of war (whose 
friendly hat wavings to me and my fel- 
low passengers as I rush through New- 
bury Racecourse Station in the Great 
Western Express I hereby acknowledge 
publicly with all possible good feeling). 
I therefore for the present strongly rec- 
ommend all Belgians who have made up 
their minds to flee to England, to pick 
up German uniforms on the battle fields 
and surrender to the British in the char- 
acter of Uhlans. Their subsistence will 
then be secure until the war is over, as 
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we dare not illtreat our prisoners lest the 
Germans should retaliate upon the Brit- 
ish soldiers in their hands, even if we 
were all spiteful enough to desire to do 
it, aS some of our baser sort have not 
been ashamed to propose. 

But the women and children, and the 
too young and the too old, cannot resort 
to this expedient. And though theoret- 
ically our own unemployed could be 
dressed in British uniforms and sent 
abroad with instructions to take refuge 
in neutral territory and be “interned ” 
or to surrender to the first Uhlan pa- 
trol they met, yet it would be difficult 
to reduce this theory to practice, though 
the possibility is worth mentioning 
as a reduction to absurdity of the sit- 
uation. As a matter of common sense 
we should at once place all destitute 
Belgian refugees on the footing of pris- 
oners of. war, except that we need not 
post sentries to shoot them if they try 
to escape, nor 
barbed wire. Indeed these precautions 
are necessary in the case of the Ger- 
mans rather to save their sense of 
honour whilst remaining here than to de- 
feat any very strong longing on their 
part to return to the trenches. 

In a reasonable state of society there 
would be another difference. The Bel- 
gians would offer to work so as not to 
be a burden to us; whilst the German 
prisoner would say—as he actually does, 
by the way—“ No: I am not here by 
my own will: if you open the door I 
shall go home and take myself off your 
hands; so I am_in no way bound to 
work for you.” As it is, our Trade 
Unions are up in arms at the slightest 
hint of either Belgian or German labour 
being employed when there is no short- 
age of English labour! 


The Minority Report. 


All this exasperating anomaly and 
deadlock and breakdown would disap- 
pear if we had a proper system of 
provision for our own unemployed 
civilians (there are no unemployed 
soldiers: we do not discharge them be- 
tween the battles). The Belgians would 
have found an organization of unemploy- 
ment ready for them, and would have 


surround them with— 


been provided for with our own unem- 
ployed, not as refugees, but simply as 
unemployed. How to do that need not 
be explained here. The problem was 
worked out by one of the hardest bits of 
thinking yet done in the Socialist move- 
ment, and set forth in the Minority Re- 
port of the Royal Commission on the 
Poor Laws and the Relief of Distress, 
1909. Our helplessness in the present 
emergency shews how very unwise we 
were to shelve that report. Unluckily, 
what with the wounded vanity of the ma- 
jority of the Commission, who had been 
played off the stage by Mrs. Sidney 
Webb; the folly of the younger journal- 
ists of the advanced guard, who had just 
then rediscovered Herbert Spencer’s 
mare’s nest of “the servile State,” and 
revolted with all the petulant anarchism 
of the literary profession against the 
ideal Interfering Female as typified in 
their heated imaginations by poor Mrs. 
Sidney Webb, who became the Aunt 
Sally of our young artists in stale anti- 
bureaucratic invective; and, above all, 
the mulishly silent refusal of our gov- 
erning classes to see why the unemployed 
should not be simply left to starve, as 
they had always been (the Poor Law 
being worse than useless for so large a 
purpose), nothing was done; and there is 
consequently no machinery ready for 
dealing with the refugees. That is why 
we must treat them for the moment 
simply as unguarded prisoners of war. 


The General Strike Against War. 

But if the problem of unemployment 
among our own people becomes acute, 
we shall have to fall back on the Minor- 
ity Report proposals or else run the risk 
of a revolt against the war. We have 
already counted on the chances of that 
revolt hampering Germany, just as Ger- 
many counted on the chances of its ham- 
pering Russia. The notion that the work- 
ing classes can stop a war by a general 
international strike is never mentioned 
during the first rally to the national flag 
at the outbreak of a war; but it is there 
all the time, ready to break out again if 
the supplies of food and glory run short. 
Its gravity lies in its impracticability. 
If it were practicable, every sane man 
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would advocate it. As it is, it might 
easily mean that British troops would be 
coercing British strikers at home when 
they should be fighting Potsdam abroad, 
thus producing a disastrous and detesta- 
ble division of popular feeling in the 
face of the enemy. 


The Disarmament Delusion. 


Objections to the Western Pacifist 
settlement will come from several quar- 
ters, including the Pacifist quarters. 
Some of the best disposed parties will 
stumble over the old delusion of disarm- 
ament. They think it is the gun that 
matters. They are wrong: the gun mat- 
ters very much when war breaks out; 
but what makes both war and the gun 
is the man behind them. And if that 
man really means the peace of the world 
to be kept, he will take care to have a 
gun to keep it with. The League of 
Peace must have a first-rate armament, 
or the League of War will very soon 
make mincemeat of it. The notion that 
the men of evil intent are to have all 
the weapons will not work. Theoreti- 
cally, all our armaments should be pooled. 
But as we, the British Empire, will most 
certainly not pool our defenses with 
anyone, and as we have not the very 
smallest intention of disarming, and 
will go on building gun for gun and 
ship for ship in step with even our dear- 
est friends if we see the least risk of our 
being left in a position of inferiority, 
we cannot with any countenance de- 
mand that other Powers shall do what 
we will not do ourselves. Our business 
is not to disable ourselves or anyone 
else, but to organize a balance of mili- 
tary power against war, whether made 
by ourselves or any other Power; and 
this can be done only by a combination 
of armed and fanatical Pacifists of all 
nations, not by a crowd of non-combat- 
ants wielding deprecations, remon- 
strances, and Christmas cards. 
America’s Example: War at a Year’s 

Notice. 

How far it will be possible to take 
these national armaments out of national 
control remains to be seen. Already 
America, who is as deeply demoralized 
by Capitalism as we are, though much 


less tainted with Militarism now that 


Colonel Roosevelt has lost his front seat, 
has pledged herself to several European 
States not to go to war with them until 
the matter under dispute has been in the 
hands of an international tribunal for a 
year. Now there is no military force on 
eatrh, nor likely to be, strong enough 
to prevent America from treating these 
agreements as Germany has just treated 
the 1839 Treaty guaranteeing the neu- 
trality of Belgium. Therefore the Mili- 
tarists declare that the agreements are 
not worth the scraps of paper they are 
written on. They always will footle in this 
way. They might as well say that hbe- 
cause there are crimes which men can 
commit with legal impunity in spite of 
our haphazard criminal codes, men al- 
ways do commit them. No doubt nations 
will do what it is to their interest to do. 
But because there is in every nation a 
set of noisy moral imbeciles who cannot 
see that nations have an overwhelming 
interest in creating and maintaining a 
tradition of international good faith, and 
honouring their promissory notes as scru- 
pulously as the moral imbeciles pay their 
silly gambling debts and fight their fool- 
ish duels, we are not, I presume, going 
to discard every international guarantee 
except the howitzer. Why, the very 
Prussian Militarists themselves are re- 
viling us for doing what their own Mili- 
tarist preachers assumed as a matter of 
course that we should do: that is, attack 
Prussia without regard to the interests 
of European civilization when we caught 
her at a disadvantage between France 
and Russia. But we should have been 
ashamed to do that if she had not, by 
assuming that there was no such thing 
as shame (alias conscience), terrified 
herself into attacking France and Bcl- 
gium, when, of course, we were imme- 
diately ashamed not to defend them. 
This idiotic ignoring of the highest ener- 
gies of the human soul, without the 
strenuous pressure of which the fabric 
of civilization—German civilization per- 
haps most of all—could not hold together 
for a single day, should really be treated 
in the asylums of Europe, not on battle- 
fields. . 
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I conclude that we might all very 
weli make a beginning by pledging our- 
selves as America has done to The Hague 
tribunal not to take up arms in any 
cause that has been less than a year un- 
der arbitration, and to treat any western 
Power refusing this pledge as an un- 
popular and suspicious member of the 
European club. To break such a pledge 
would be an act of brigandage; and the 
need for suppressing brigandage cannot 
be regarded as an open question. 


The Security Will o’ the Wisp. 

It will be observed that I propose 
no guarantee ot absolute security. Not 
being a sufferer from delirium tremens 
I can live without it. Security is no 
doubt the Militarists’ most seductive bait 
to catch the coward’s vote. But their 
method makes security impossible. They 
undertook to secure the English in Egypt 
from an imaginary Islam rising by the 


Denshawai Horror, as a result of which- 


nobody has ventured to suggest that we 
should trust the Egyptian army in this 
conflict, though India, having learnt 
from Mr. Keir Hardie and Mr. Ramsay 
Macdonald that there are really anti- 
Militarists in England who regard In- 
dians as fellow creatures, is actually 
rallying to us against the Prussian 
Junkers, who are, in Indian eyes, in- 
distinguishable from the Anglo-Indians 
who call Mr. Keir Hardie and Mr. Ram- 
say Macdonald traitors, and whose 
panicstricken denial of even a decent 
pretence of justice in the sedition trials 
is particularly unfortunate just now. We 
must always take risks; and we should 
never trade on the terror of death, nor 
forget that this wretchedest of all the 
trades is none the less craven because it 
can so easily be gilt with romance and 
heroism and solemn national duty and 
patriotism and the like by persons whose 
superficial literary and oratorical talent 
covers an abyss of Godforsaken folly. 
The Only Real World Danger. 

The one danger before us that nothing 
can avert but a general raising of human 
character through the deliberate cultiva- 
tion and endowment of democratic virtue 
without consideration of property and 


class, is the danger created by inventing 
weapons capable of destroying civiliza- 
tion faster than we produce men who 
can be trusted to use them wisely. At 
present we are handling them like chil- 
dren. Now children are very pretty, very 
lovable, very affectionate creatures 
(sometimes); and a child can make nitro- 
glycerine or chloride of nitrogen as well 
as a man if it is taught to do so. We 
have sense enough not to teach it; but 
we do teach the grown-up children. We 
actually accompany that dangerous tech- 
nical training with solemn moral lessons 
in which the most destructive use of 
these forces at the command of. kings 
and capitalists is inculeated as heroism, 
patriotism, glory and all the rest of it. 
It is all very well to fire cannons at the 
Kaiser for doing this; but we do it our- 
selves. It is therefore undeniably possi- 
ble that a diabolical rhythm may be set 
up in which civilization will rise period- 
ically to the point at which explosives 
powerful enough to destroy it are discov- 
ered, and will then be shattered and 
thrown back to a fresh start with a few. 
starving and ruined survivors. H. G. ° 
Wells and: Anatole France have pre- 
figured that result in fiction; and I can- 
not deny the strength of its probability; 
for if England and Germany. can find no 
better way of celebrating their arrival 
at the highest point of civilization yet 
attained than setting out to blow one an- 
other to fragments with fulminates, it 
would seem that the peace of the neutral 
States is the result, not of their being 
more civilized, but less heavily armed. 
And when we see that the effect of the 
enterprise is not to redouble civil vigi- 
lance and stimulate the most alert and 
jealous political criticism, but on the con- 
trary to produce an asumption that every 
constitutional safeguard must be sus- 
pended until the war is over, and that 
every silly tyrannical expedient such as 
censorship of the press, martial law, and, 
the like, will begin to work good instead 
of evil the moment men take to murder- 
ing one another, it must be admitted that 
the prospect is not too hopeful. Our 
only consolation is that civilization has 
survived very destructive wars before, 
mostly because they have produced ef- 
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fects not only unintended but violently 
objected to by the people who made them, 
In 1870, for instance, Napoleon III. can 
hardly have intended his own overthrow 
and return to exile in England; nor did 
Bismarck aim at the restoration of 
French Republicanism and the formation 
of an Anglo-Franco-Russian alliance 
against Prussia. Several good things 
may come out of the present war if it 
leaves anybody alive to enjoy them. 


The Church and the War. 


And now, where in our society is the 
organ whose function it should be to 
keep us constantly in mind that, as Las- 
salle said, “the sword is never right,” 
and to shudder with him at the fact that 
“the Lie is a European Power”? In no 
previous war have we struck that top 
note of keen irony, the closing of the 
Stock Exchange and not of the Church. 
The pagans were more logical: they 
closed the Temple of Peace when they 
drew the sword. We turn our Temples 
of Peace promptly into temples. of war, 
_and exhibit our parsons as the most 
pugnacious characters in the community. 
I venture to affirm that the sense of 
scandal given by this is far deeper and 
more general than the Church thinks, 
especially among the working classes, 
who are apt either to take religion seri- 
ously or else to repudiate it and criticize 
it closely. When a bishop at the first 
shot abandons the worship of Christ and 
rallies his flock around the altar of Mars, 
he may be acting patriotically, necessari- 
ly, manfully, rightly; but that does not 
justify him in pretending that there has 
been no change, and that Christ is, in 
effect, Mars. The straightforward 
course, and the one that would serve the 
Church best in the long run, would be to 
close our professedly Christian Churches 
the moment war is declared by us, and 
reopen them only on the signing of the 
treaty of peace. No doubt to many of us 
the privation thus imposed would be far 
worse than the privation of small change, 
of horses and motor cars, of express 
trains, and all the other prosaic incon- 
veniences of war. But would it be worse 
than the privation of faith, and the hor- 


ror of the soul, wrought by the spectacle 
of nations praying to their common 
Father to assist them in sabring and 
bayonetting and blowing one another to 
pieces with explosives that are also cor- 
rosives, and of the Church organizing 
this monstrous paradox instead of pro- 
testing against it? Would it make less 
atheists or more? Atheism is not a sim- 
ple homogeneous phenomenon. There is 
the youthful atheism with which every 
able modern mind begins: an atheism 
that clears the soul of superstitions and 
terrors and servilities and base compli- 
ances and hypocrisies, and lets in. the 
light of heaven. And there is the atheism 
of despair and pessimism: the sullen cry 
with which so many of us at this moment, 
looking on blinded deafened maimed 
wrecks that were once able-bodied ad- 
mirable lovable men, and on priests bless- 
ing war, and newspapers and statesmen 
and exempt old men hounding young men 
on to it, are saying “I know now there 
is no God.” What has the Church in its 
present attitude to set against this 
crushed acceptance of darkness except 
the quaint but awful fact that there are 
cruder people on whom horrifying calam- 
ities have just the opposite effect, be- 
cause they seem the work of some power 
so overwhelming in its malignity that it 
must be worshipped because it is 
mighty? Let the Church beware how it 
plays to that gallery. If all the 
Churches of Europe: closed their doors 
until the drums ceased rolling they would 
act as a most powerful reminder that 
though the glory of war is a famous and 
ancient glory, it is not the final glory of 
God. 


But as I know quite well that the 
Churches are not going to do anything 
of the kind, I must not close on a note 
which might to some readers imply 
that I hope, as some highly respected 
friends of mine do, to build a_pa- 
cific civilization on the ruins of 
the vast ecclesiastical organizations 
which have never yet been able to utter 
the truth, because they have had to 
speak to the poor according to their 
ignorance and credulity, and to the rich 
according to their power. When I read 
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that the icon of the Rusian peasant is 
a religious force that will prevail over 
the materialism of Helmholtz and Haeck- 


el, I have to contain myself as best I 
can in the face of an assumption by a 
modern educated European which im- 
plies that the Irish peasants who tied 
scraps of rag to the trees over their 
holy wells and paid for masses to short- 
en the stay of their dead relatives in 
purgatory, were more enlightened than 
their countryman Tyndall, the Lucre- 
tian materialist, and to ask whether 
the Russian peasant may not find his 
religious opinions somewhat neutralized 
by his alliance with the countries of 
Paul Bert and. Combes, of Darwin and 
Almroth Wright. If we are to keep up 
any decent show of talking sense on 
this point we must begin by recogniz- 
ing that the lines of battle in this war 
cut right across all the political and 


sectarian lines in Europe, except the 


line between our Socialist future and 
our Commercialist past. Materialist 
France, metaphysical Germany, muddle- 
headed English, Byzantine Russia may 
form what military ‘combinations they 
please: the one thing they cannot form 
is a Crusade; and all attempts to rep- 
resent this war as anything higher or 
more significant philosophically or po- 
litically or religiously for our Junkers 
and our Tommies than a quite simple 
primitive contest of the pugnacity that 
bullies and the pugnacity that will not 
be bullied are foredoomed to the deri- 
sion of history. However far-reaching 
the consequences of the war may be, 
we in England are fighting to shew the 
Prussians that they shall not trample on 
us nor on our neighbors if we can help 
it, and that if they are fools enough to 
make their fighting efficiency the test 
of civilization, we can play that game 
as destructively as they. That is sim- 
ple, and the truth, and by far the jol- 
liest and most inspiring ground to re- 
cruit.on. It stirs the blood and stiffens 
the back as effectively and quickly as 
hypocrisy and cant and humbug sour 
and trouble and discourage. But it will 
not carry us farther than the end of 
the fight. We cannot go on fighting 


forever, or even for very long, whatever 
Lord Kitchener may think; and win, 
lose, or tie, the parties, when the fight 
is over, must fall back on their civil 
wisdom and political foresight for a 
settlement of the terms on which we are 
to live happily together ever after. The 
practicable conditions of a stable comity 
of nations cannot be established by the 
bayonet, which settles nothing but the 
hash of those who rely on it. They are 
to found, as I have already explained, in 
the substitution for our present Militar- 
ist kingdoms of a system of democratic 
units delimited by community of lan- 
guage, religion, and habit; grouped in 
federations of united States when their 
extent makes them politically unwieldy; 
and held against war by the bond of 
international Socialism, the only ground 
upon which the identity of interest be- 
tween all workers never becomes ob- 


_ scured. 


The Death of Jaures. 


By far the greatest calamity wrought 
by the war has been the death of Jaurés, 
who was worth more to France and to 
Europe than ten army corps and a hun- 
dred Archdukes. I once proposed a press 
law that might have saved him. It was 
that every article printed in a newspaper 
should bear not only the name and ad- 
dress of the writer, but the sum paid 
him for the contribution. If the wretched 
dupe who assassinated Jaurés had 
known that the trashy articles on the 
Three Years Law he had been reading 
were not the voice of France in peril, 
but the ignorant scribbling of some poor 
devil at his wits’ end to earn three 
francs, he would hardly have thrown 
away his own life to take that of the 
greatest statesman his country has pro- 
duced since Mirabeau. It is hardly too 
much to say that this ghastly murder 
and the appalling war that almost 
eclipsed its horror, is the revenge of the 
sweated journalist on a society so silly 
that though it will not allow a man te 
stuff its teeth without ascertained quali- 
fications for the task, it allows anyone, 
no matter how poor, how ignorant, how 
untrained, how imbecile, to stuff its 
brains without even taking the trouble 
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to ask his name. When we interfere 
with him and his sweaters at all, we in- 
terfere by way of appointing a censor- 
ship to prevent him from telling, not 
lies, however mischievous and danger- 
ous to our own people abroad, but the 
truth. To be a liar and a brewer of bad 
blood is to be a privileged person under 
our censorship, which, so far, has pro- 
ceeded by no discoverable rule except 
that of concealing from us everything 
that the Germans must know lest the 
Germans should find it out. 


Socialism Alone Keeps Its Head. 


Socialism has lost its leader on the 
Continent; but it is solid and representa- 
tive on the main point; it loathes war; 
and it sees clearly that war is always 
waged by working men who have no 
quarrel, but on the contrary a supreme 
common interest. It steadily resists the 
dangerous export of capital by pressing 
the need for uncommercial employment 
of capital at home: the only practicable 
alternative. It knows that war, on its 
romantic side, is “the sport of kings;” 
and it concludes that we had better get 
rid of kings unless they can kill their 
tedium with more democratic amuse- 
ments. It notes the fact that though 
the newspapers shout at us that these 
battles on fronts a hundred miles long, 
where the slain outnumber the total 
forces engaged in older campaigns, are 
the greatest battles known to history, 
such machine-carnages bore us so hor- 
ribly that we are ashamed of our ingra- 
titude to our soldiers in not being able 
to feel about them as about comparative- 
ly trumpery scraps like Waterloo or even 
Inkerman and Balaclava. It never for- 
gets that as long as higher education, 
culture, foreign travel, knowledge of the 
world: in short, the qualification fer 
comprehension of foreign affairs and in- 
telligent voting, is confined to one smell 
class, leaving the masses in poverty, nar- 
rowness, and ignorance, and being itself 
artificially cut off at their expense from 
the salutary pressure of the common 
burden which alone keeps men unspoilt 
and sane, so long will that small class 
be forced to obtain the support of the 


masses for its wars by flattering pro- 
clamations of the national virtues and 
indignant denunciations of the villanies 
of the enemy, with, if necessary, a stif- 
fening of deliberate falsehood and a 
strenuous persecution of any attempt at 
inconvenient truthtelling. Here there is 
no question of the Junker being a mon- 
ster. You must rule ignoramuses accord- 
ing to their ignorance. The priest must 
work bogus miracles for them; the man 
of science must offer them magical cures 
and prophylactics; the barrister must 
win their verdict by sophistries, false 
pathos, and appeals to their prejudices; 
the army and navy must dazzle them with 
pageants and bands and _ thundering 
salvos and romantic tales; the king must 
cut himself off from humanity and be- 
come an idol. There is no escape whilst 
such classes exist. Mahomet, the boldest 
prophet that ever threw down the gage 
of the singleness and supremacy of Ged 
to a fierce tribe of warriors who wor- 
shipped stones as devotedly as we wor- 
ship dukes and millionaires, could not 
govern them by religious truth, and was 
forced to fall back on revolting descrip- 
tions of hell and the day of judgment, 
invented by him for the purpose. What 
else could he do if his people were not to 
be abandoned to their own destruction? 
If it is an axiom of diplomacy that the 
people must not be told the truth, that 
is not in the least because, for example, 
Sir Edward Grey has a personal taste 
for mendacity; it is a necessity imposed 
by the fact that the people are incapable 
of the truth. In the end, lying becomes 
a reflex action with diplomatists; and 
we cannot even issue a penny bluebook 
without beginning it with the quite un- 
provoked statement that “no crime has 
ever aroused..deeper or more general 
horror throughout Europe” than the 
assassination of the Archduke. The real 
tragedy was that the violent deatlr of a 
fellow creature should have aroused so 
little. 


Divided Against Ourselves. 

This state of things would be bad 
enough if the governing classes really 
sought the welfare of the governed, and 
were deceiving them for their own good. 
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But they are doing nothing of the sort. 
They are using their power secondarily, 
no doubt, to uphold the country in which 


they have so powerful and comfortable a 
position; but primarily their object is to 
maintain that position by the organized 
legal robbery of the poor; and to that 
end they would join hands with the Ger- 
man Junkers as against the working class 
in Germany and England as readily as 
Bismarck joined hands with Thiers to 
suppress the Commune of Paris. And 
even if this were not so, nothing would 
persuade the working classes that those 
who sweat them ruthlessly in commercial 
enterprise are any more considerate in 
public affairs, especially when there is 
any question of war, by which mucn 
money can be made for rich people who 
deal in the things most wanted and most 
highly paid for in war time: to wit, ar- 
maments and money. The direct interest 


of our military easte in war accounts for~ 


a good deal; but at least it involves per- 
sonal risk and hardship and bereavement 
to the members of that caste. But the 
capitalist who has shares in explosives 
and cannons and soldiers’ boots runs no 
risk and suffers no hardship; whilst as 
to the investor pure and simple, all that 
happens to him is that he finds the un- 
earned income obtainable on Government 
security larger than ever. Victory to the 
capitalists of Europe means that they 
can not only impose on the enemy a huge 
indemnity, but lend him the money to 
pay it with whilst the working classes 
produce and pay -both principal and in- 
terest. 

As long as we have that state of 
things, we shall have wars and secret 
and mendacious diplomacy. And this 
is one of many overwhelming reasons 
for building the State on equality of in- 
come, because without it equality of 
status and general culture is impossible. 
Democracy without equality is a delusion 
more dangerous than frank oligarchy and 
autocracy. And without Democracy 
there is no hope of peace, no chance of 
persuading ourselves that the sacredness 
of civilization will protect it any more 
than the sacredness of the cathedral of 
Rheims has protected it, not against 


Huns and Vandals, but against educated 
German gentlemen. 


Rheims. 


Commercial wage-slaves can never re- 
produce that wonderful company of 
sculptured figures that made Rheims un- 
like any other place in the world; and if 
they are now destroyed, or shortly about 
to be, it does not console me that we still 
have—perhaps for a few days longer 
only—the magical stained glass of Char- 
tres and the choir of Beauvais. We tell 
ourselves that the poor French people 
must feel as we should feel if we had 
lost Westminster Abbey. Rheims was 
worth ten Westminster Abbeys; and 
where it has gone the others may just as 
easily go too. Let us not sneer at the 
German pretension to culture: let us face 
the fact that the Germans are just as 
cultured as we are (to say the least) and 
that war has nevertheless driven them: 
to do these things as irresistibly as it 
will drive us to do similar things to- 
morrow if we find ourselves attacking a 
town in which the highest point from 
which our positions can be spotted by an 
observer with a field glass in one hand 
and a telephone in the other is the tow- 
ering roof of the cathedral. Also let us 
be careful how we boast of our love of 
medieval art to people who well know, 
from the protests of Ruskin and Morris, 
that in times of peace we have done 
things no less mischievous and irrepara- 
ble for no better reason than that the 
Mayor’s brother or the Dean’s uncle-in- 
law was a builder in search of a “ res- 
toration ” job. If Rheims cathedral were 
taken from the Church to-morrow and 
given to an English or French joint stock 
company, everything transportable in it 
would presently be sold to American col- 
lectors, and the site cleared and let out 
in building sites. That is the way to 
make it “pay ” commercially. 


The Fate of The Glory Drunkard. 


But our problem is how to make Com- 
mercialism itself bankrupt. We must 
beat Germany, not because the Militarist 
hallucination and our irresolution forced 
Germany to make this war, so desperate 
for her, at a moment so unfavourable to 
herself, but because she has made her- 
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self the exponent and champion in the 
modern world of the doctrine that mili- 


tary force is the basis and foundation of 
national greatness, and military conquest 
the method by which the nation of the 
highest culture can impose that culture 
on its neighbors. Now the reason I have 
permitted myself to call General Von 
Bernhardi a madman is that he lays 
down quite accurately the conditions of 
this military supremacy without per- 
ceiving that what he is achieving is a 
reductio ad absurdum. For he declares 
as a theorist what Napoleon found in 
practice, that you can maintain the Mili- 
tarist hold over the imaginations of the 


people only by feeding them with con-— 


tinual glory. You must go from success 
to success; the moment you fail you are 
lost; for you have staked everything on 
your power to conquer, for the sake of 
‘which the people have submitted to your 
tyranny and endured the sufferings and 
paid the cost your military operations 
entailed. Napoleon conquered and con- 
quered and conquered; and yet, when he 
had won more battles than the maddest 
Prussian can ever hope for, he had to go 
on fighting just as if he had never won 
anything at all. After exhausting the 
possible he had to attempt the impossible 
and go to Moscow. He failed; and from 
that moment he had better have been a 
Philadelphia Quaker than a victor of 
Marengo, Austerlitz, Jena and Wagram. 
Within a short breathing time after that 
morning when he stood outside Leipsic, 
whistling Malbrook s’en va-t-en guerre 
whilst his flying army gasped its last in 
the river or fled under a hail of bullets 
from enemies commanded by generals 
without a tenth of his ability or prestige, 
we find him disguised as a postillion, 
cowering abjectly behind the docr of a 
carriage whilst the French people whom 
he had crammed with glory for a quarter 
of a century were seeking to tear him limb 
from limb. His success had made him 
the enemy of every country except 
France: his failure made him the enemy 
of the human race. And that was why 
Europe rose up finally and smashed him, 
although the English Government which 
profited by that operation oppressed the 


English. people for thirty years after- 
wards more sordidly than Napoleon 
would have oppressed them, and its Allies 
replaced him on the throne of France 
by an effete tyrant not worthy to unlace 
his shoe latchet. Nothing can finally 
redeem Militarism. When even genius 
itself takes that path its end is still 
destruction. When mere uppishness takes 
it the end is not changed, though it may 
be reached more precipitately and dis- — 
astrously. 


The Kaiser. 


Prussia has talked of that path for 
many years as the one down which its 
destiny leads it. Its ruler, with the kid 
gloves he called mailed fists and the high 
class tailoring he called shining armour, 
did much of the talking, though he is in 
practice a most peaceful teetotaller, as 
many men with their imaginations full 
of the romance of war are. He had a 
hereditary craze for playing at soldiers; 
and he was and is a naive suburban 
snob, as the son of The Englishwoman 
would naturally be, talking about “the 
Hohenzollerns” exactly as my father’s 
people in Dublin used to talk about “ the 
Shaws.” His stage walk, familiar 
through the cinematograph, is the delight 
of romantic boys, and betrays his own 
boyish love of the Paradeschritt. It is 
frightful to think of the powers which 
Europe, in its own snobbery, left in the 
hands of this Peter Pan; and appalling 
as the results of that criminal levity have 
been, yet, being by no means free from 
his romantic follies myself, I do not feel 
harshly toward Peter, who, after all, kept 
the peace for over twenty-six years. In 
the end his talk and his games of soldiers 
in preparation for a toy conquest of the 
world frightened his neighbours into a 
league against him; and that league 
has now caught him in just such a trap 
as his strategists were laying for his 
neighbours. We please ourselves by pre- 
tending that he did not try to extricate 
himself, and forced the war on us; but 
that is not true. When he realized his 
peril he tried hard enough; but when he 
saw that it was no use he ‘accepted the 
situation and dashed at his enemies with 
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an infatuate courage not unworthy of 
the Hohenzollern tradition. Blinded as 
he was by the false ideals of his class, 
it was the best he could do; for there is 
always a chance for a brave and resolute 
warrior, even when his back is not to the 
wall but to the Russians. 

That means that we have to conquer 
him and not to revile him and strike 
moral attitudes. His victory over Brit- 
ish and French Democracy would be a 
victory of Militarism over civilization; 
it would literally shut the gates of mer- 
cy on mankind. Leave it to our official 
fools and governesses to lecture the Kai- 
ser, and to let loose Turcos and Ghoor- 
kas on him: a dangerous précedent. Let 
Thomas Atkins, Patrick Murphy, Sandy 
McAlister, and Pitou Dupont fight him 
under what leadership they can get, 
until honour is satisfied, simply because 
if St. George does not slay the dragon 
the world will be, as a friend of mine 
said of Europe the other day, “no place 
for a gentleman.” 


Recapitulation. 


1. The war should be pushed vigor- 
ously, not with a view to a final crusb- 
ing of the German army between the 
Anglo-French combination and the Rus- 
sian millions, but to the establishment 
of a decisive military superiority by the 
Anglo-French combination alone. A vic- 
tory unattainable without Russian aid 
would be a defeat for Western Euro- 
pean Liberalism; Germany would be 
beaten not by us, but by a Militarist 
autocracy worse than her own. By sac- 
rificing Prussian Poland and the Slav 
portions of the Austrian Empire Ger- 
many and Austria could satisfy Russia, 
and merge Austria and Germany into 
‘a single German State, which would 
then dominate France and England, 
having ascertained that they could not 
conquer her without Russia’s aid. We 
may fairly allow Russia to conauer Aus- 
tria if she can; that is her natural part 
of the job. But if we two cannot with- 
out Russian help beat Potsdam, or at 
least hold her up in such a stalemate 
as will make it clear that it is impossi- 
‘ble for her to subjugate us, then we 
shall simply have to “give Germany 


best” and depend on an alliance with 
America for our place in the sun. 


2. We cannot smash or disable Ger- 
many, however completely we may de- 
feat her, because we can do that only by 
killing her wemen; and it is trifling to 
pretend. that we are capable of any such 
villainy. Even to embarrass her finan- 
cially by looting her would recoil on our- 
selves, as she is one of our commercial 
customers and one of our most frequent- 
ly visited neighbors. We must, if we 
can, drive her from Belgium without 
compromise. France may drive her from 
Alsace and Lorraine. Russia may drive 
her from Poland. She knew when she 
opened fire that these were the stakes 
in the game; and we are bound to sup- 
port France and Russia until they are 
won or lost, unless a stalemate reduces 
the whole method of warfare to absur- 
dity. Austria, too, knew that the Slav 
part of her empire was at stake. By 
winning these stakes the Allies will wake 
the Kaiser from his dream of a Holy 
Teuton Empire with Prussia as the Head 
of its Church, and teach him to respect 
us; but that once done, we must not al- 
low our camp followers to undo it all 
again by spiteful humiliations and exac- 
tions which could not seriously cripple 
Germany, and would make bad blood be- 
tween us for a whole generation, to our 
own great inconvenience, unhappiness, 
disgrace, and loss. We and France have 
to live with Germany after the war; and 
the sooner we make up our mind to do it 
generously, the better. The word after 
the fight must be sans rancune; for 
without peace between France, Germany, 
and England, there can be no peace in 
the world. 


8. War, as a school of character and a 
nurse of virtue, must be formally shut . 
up and discharged by all the belligerents 
when this war is over. It is quite true 
that ill-bred and swinish nations can be 
roused to a serious consideration of their 
position and their destiny only by earth- 
quakes, pestilences, famines, comets’ 
tails, Titanic shipwrecks, and devastat- 
ing wars, just as it is true that African 
chiefs cannot make themselves respected 
unless they bury virgins alive beneath 
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the doorposts of their hut-palaces, and 
Tartar Khans find that the exhibition of 
a pyramid of chopped-off heads is a 
short way to impress their subjects with 
a convenient conception of their divine 
right to rule. Ivan the Terrible did un- 
doubtedly make his subjects feel very 
serious indeed; and stupid people are apt 
to believe that this sort of terror-stif- 
fened seriousness is virtue. It is not. 
Any person who should set-to deliber- 
ately to contrive artificial earthquakes, 
scuttle liners, and start epidemics with a 
view to the moral elevation of his coun- 
trymen, would very soon find himself 
in the dock. Those who plan wars with 
the same object should be removed with 
equal firmness to Hanwell or Bethlehem 
Hospital. A nation so degraded as to be 
capable of responding to no higher stim- 
ulus than that of horror had better be 
exterminated, by Prussian war lords or 
anyone else foolish enough to waste pow- 
der on them instead of leaving them to 
perish of their own worthlessness. 


4, Neither England nor Germany 
must claim any moral superiority in 
the negotiations. Both were engaged 
for years in a race for armaments. Both 
indulged and still indulge in literary 
and oratorical provocation. Both claimed 
to be “an Imperial race” ruling other 
races by divine right. Both shewed high 
social and political consideration to par- 
ties and individuals who openly said that 
the war had to come. Both formed al- 
liances to reinforce them for that war. 
The case against Germany for violating 
the neutrality of Belgium is of no moral 
value to England because (a) England 
has allowed the violation of the Treaty 
of Paris by Russia (violation of the 
neutrality of the Black Sea and closing 
-of the free port of Batoum), and the 
high-handed and scandalous violation of 
the Treaty of Berlin by Austria (seizure 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina), without 
resorting to arms or remedying the ag- 
gression in any other way; (b) because 
we have fully admitted that we should 
have gone to war in defence of France 
in any case, whether the Germans came 
through Belgium or not, and refused to 
give the German Ambassador any as- 


surance that we should remain neutral 
if the Germans sacrificed the military 
advantage of attacking through Bel- 
gium for the sake of avoiding a war 
with us; (c) that the apparent moral 
superiority of the pledge given by 
France and England to respect Belgian 
neutrality is illusory in face of the facts 
that France and England stood to gain 
enormously, and the Germans to lose 
correspondingly, by confining the at- 
tack on France to the heavily fortified 
Franco-German frontier, and that as 
France and England knew they would 
be invited by the Belgians to enter Bel- 
gium if the Germans invaded it, the 
neutrality of Belgium had, as far as 
they were concerned, no real existence; 
(d) that as all treaties are valid only 
rebus sic stantibus, and the state of 
things which existed at the date of the 
Treaty of London (1839) had changed 
so much since then (Belgium is no long- 
er menaced by France, at whom the 
treaty was aimed, and has acquired im- 
portant colonies, for instance) that in 
1870 Gladstone could not depend on it, 
and resorted to a special temporary 
treaty not now in force, the technical 
validity of the 1839 treaty is extremely 
doubtful; (e) that even if it be valid 
its breach is not a casus belli unless the 
parties for reasons of their own choose 
to make it so; and (f) that the German 
national peril pleaded by the Imperial 
Chancellor in his Peer Gynt speech (the 
durchhauen one), when he rashly but 
frankly threw away the strong techni- 
cal case just stated and admitted a 
breach of international law, was so 
great according to received Militarist 
ideas in view of the Russian mobiliza- 
tion, that it is impossible for us or any 
other Militarist-ridden Power to feel 
sure ourselves, much less to convince 
others, that we should have been any 
more scrupulous in the like extremity. 
‘t must be added that nothing can ex- 
tenuate the enormity of the broad fact 
that an innocent country has been hor- 
ribly devastated because her guilty 
neighbors formed two huge explosive 
combinations against one another in- 
stead of establishing the peace of Eu- 
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rope, but that is an offence against a 

higher law than any recorded on diplo- 
- matic scraps of paper, and when it 
comes to judgment the outraged con- 
science of humanity will not have much 
patience with the naughty child’s plea 
or “he began it.” 

5. Militarism must not be treated as a 
disease peculiar to Prussia. It is ram- 
pant in England; and in France it has 
led to the assassination of her greatest 
statesman. If the upshot of the war is 
to be regarded and acted upon simply as 
a defeat of German Militarism by Anglo- 
French Militarism, then the war will not 
only have wrought its own immediate 
evils of destruction and demoralization. 
but will extinguish the last hope that we 
have risen above the “dragons of the 
prime that tare each other in their slime.” 
We have all been equally guilty in the 
past. It has been steadily assumed for 
years that the Militarist party is the 
gentlemanly party. Its opponents have 
been ridiculed and prosecuted in Eng- 
land; hanged, flogged or exiled in Rus- 
sia; and imprisoned in France: they have 
been called traitors, cads, cranks, and so 
forth: they have been imprisoned for 
“bad taste” and for sedition whilst th: 
most virulent sedition against Democ- 
racy and the most mutinous military 
escapades in the commissioned ranks have 
been tolerated obsequiously, until finally 
the practical shelving of Liberal Consti- 
tutionalism has provoked both in France 
and England a popular agitation of seri- 
ous volurne for the supersession of par- 
liament by some sort of direct action by 
the people, called Syndicalism. In short 
Militarism, which is nothing but State 
Anarchism, has been carried to such a 
pitch that it has been imitated and coun- 
tered by a movement of popular Anarch- 
ism, and has exploded in a European war 
because the Commercialist Governments 
of Europe had no faith in the effective 
guidance of any modern State by higher 
considerations than Lord Roberts’s “ will 
to conquer,” the weight of the Kaiser’s 
mailed fist, and the interest of the 
Bourses and Stock Exchanges. Unless 
we are all prepared to fight Militarism 
at home as well as abroad, the cessation 


of hostilities will last only until the bel- 


ligerents have recovered from their ex- 
haustion. 


6. It had better be admitted on our 
side that as to the conduct of the war 
there is no trustworthy evidence that the 
Germans have committed any worse or 
other atrocities than those which are 
admitted to be inevitable in war or ac- 
cepted as part of military usage by the 
Allies. By “making examples ” of towns, 
and seizing irresponsible citizens as 
hostages and shooting them for the acts 
of armed civilians over whom they could 
exert no possible control, the Germans 
have certainly pushed these usages to a 
point of Terrorism which is hardly dis- 
tinguishable from the deliberate murder 
of non-combatants; but as the Allies have 
not renounced such usages, nor ceased 
to employ them ruthlessly in their deal- 
ings with the hill tribes and fellaheen © 
and Arabs with whom they themselves 
have to deal (to say nothing of the 


“notorious domestic Terrorism of the Rus- 


sian Government), they cannot claim su- 
perior humanity. It is therefore waste - 
of time for the pot to call the kettle 
black. . Our outcry against the Germans 
for sowing the North Sea with mines 
was followed too closely by the laying 
of a mine field there by ourselves to be 
revived without flagrant Pharisaism. 
The case of Rheims cathedral also fell 
to the ground as completely as a good 
deal of the building itself when it was 
stated that the French had placed a post 
of observation on the roof. Whether 
they did or not, all military experts wer2 
aware that an officer neglecting to avail 
himself of the cathedral roof in this way, 
or an opposing officer hestitating to fire 
on the cathedral so used, would have 
been court-martialed in any of the armies 
engaged. The injury to the cathedral 
must therefore be suffered as a strong 
hint from Providence that though we 
can have glorious wars or glorious cathe- 
drals we cannot have both. 

7. To sum up, we must remember that 
if this war does not make an end of war 
in the west, our allies of to-day may be 
our enemies of to-morrow, as they are 
of yesterday, and our enemies of to-day 
our allies of to-morrow as they are of 
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yesterday; so that if we aim merely at 
a fresh balance of military power, we are 
as likely as not to negotiate our own de- 
struction. We must use the war to give 
the coup de grace to medieval diploma- 
cy, medieval autocracy, and anarchic ex- 
port of capital, and make its conclusion 
eonvince the world that Democracy is 
invincible, and Militarism 2 rusty sword 
that breaks in the hand. We must free 
our soldiers, and give them homes worth 


fighting for. And we must, as the old 
phrase goes, discard the filthy rags of our 
righteousness, and fight like men with 
everything, even a good name, to win. 
inspiring and encouraging ourselves with 
definite noble purposes (abstract nobilicy 
butters no parsnips) to face whatever 
may be the price of proving that war 
cannot conquer us, and that he who dares 
not appeal to our conscience has nothing 
to hope from our terrors. 


“Shaw’s Nonsense About Belgium’ 


By Arnold Bennett. 
Written for THE: NEW YORK TIMES. 


Mr. Bernard Shaw’s “ Common Sense 
About the War” is the talk of the town, 
and it deserves io be. One of its great- 
est values is its courage, for in it Shaw 
says many things no one else would have 
dared to say. It therefore, by breaking 
the unearthly silence on certain aspects 
of the situation, perhaps inaugurates a 
new and healthier period of discussion 
and criticism on such subjects as re- 
cruiting, treatment of soldiers and sail- 
ors’ dependents, secret diplomacy, mili- 
tarism, Junkerism, churches, Russia, 
peace terms, and disarmament. It con- 
tains the most magnificent, brilliant, 
and convincing common sense that could 
possibly be uttered. No citizen, I think, 
could rise from the perusal of this tract 
with a mind unilluminated or opinions 
unmodified. Hence everybody ought to 
read it, though everybody will not be 
capable of appreciating the profoundest 
parts of it. 

Mixed up with the tremendous com- 
mon sense, however, is a considerable 
and unusual percentage of that per- 
verseness, waywardness, and arlequin- 
ading which are apparently an essen- 
tial element of Mr. Shaw’s best work. 
This is a disastrous pity, having regard 
to the immense influence and vogue of 
Shaw, not only in Germany, but in 
America, and the pity is more tragic 


as Shaw has been most absurd about 
the very matter which most English- 
men regard as most important, namely, 
Great Britain’s actual justification for 
going to war. 


Shaw’s Admitted Prejudice. 

Mr. Shaw begins by conceiving the 
possibility of his being blinded by preju- 
dice or perversity, and admits his capac- 
ity for criticising England with a certain 
slight malicious taste for taking the’ con- 
ceit out of her. Seemingly he belongs to 
that numerous class who think that to 
admit a fault is to excuse it. As a high- 
wayman might say before taking your 
purse, “ Now, I admit, I have a certain 
slight taste for thieving,” and expect you 
to smile forgiveness of his depredation, 
Shaw’s bias is evident wherever he dis- 
cusses the action and qualities of Great 
Britain. Thus he contrasts Bernhardi’s 
brilliant with our own very dull militar- 
ists’ facts, the result being that the in- 
tense mediocrity of Bernhardi leaps to 
the eye on every page, and that events 
have thoroughly discredited all his-polit- 
ical and many of his military ideas, 
whereas we possess militarists of first- 
class quality. 

Naturally, Shaw calls England mué- 
dle-headed. Yet of late nothing has been 
less apparent than muddle-headedness. 
Of British policy, Shaw says that since 
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the Continent generally regards us ag 
hypocritical, we must be hypocritical. He 
omits to say that the Continent gener- 
ally, and Germany in particular, revazds 
our policy and our diplomacy as extreme- 
ly able and clearsighted. The unscrupu- 
lous cleverness of Britain is one of Ger- 
many’s-main themes. 

These are minor samples of Mr. Shaw’s 
caprices. In discussing the origin of the 
war Mr. Shaw’s aim is to prove that all 
the great powers are equally to blame. 
He goes far back and accuses Great 
Britain of producing the first page of 
Bernhardian literature in the anonymous 
pamphlet “ The Battle of Dorking.” He 
admits in another passage that the note 
of this pamphlet was mainly defensive. 
He is constantly thus making intrench- 
ments for himself in case of forced re- 
tirement, and there is in his article al- 
most nothing unjust against Great 
Britain that is not ingeniously contra- 
dicted or mitigated elsewhere. 


Great Britain’s War Literature. 


Beginning with “The Battle of Dork- 
ing” and ending with H. G. Well’s “ War 
in the Air,” one of the most disturbing 
and effective warnings against militarism 
ever written, he sees simply that Great 
Britain has produced threatening and pro- 
vocative militarist literature comparable 
to Germany’s. No grounds exist for such 
a contention. There are militarists in 
all countries, but there are infinitely 
more in Germany than in any other coun- 
try. The fact is notorious. The fact is 
also notorious that the most powerful, 
not the most numerous, party in Germany 
wanted the war. It would be as futile 
to try to prove that Ireland did not want 


home rule as that Germany did not want . 


war. As for a war literature, biblio- 
graphical statistics show, I believe, that 
in the last ten years Germany has pub- 
lished seven thousand books or pam- 
phlets about war. No one but a German 
or a Shaw, in a particularly mischievous 
mood, would seek to show that Great 
Britain is responsible for the war fever. 
It simply is not so. 

Mr. Shaw urges that we all armed 
together. Of course we did. When one 
nation publicly turns bellicose the rest 


must copy her preparations. If Great 
Britain could live this century over again 
she would do over again what she actually 
did, because common sense would not 
permit her to do otherwise. The admitted 
fact that some Britons are militarists 
does not in the slightest degree impair 
the rightness or sagacity of our policy. 
If one member of a family happens to 
go to the bad and turn burglar, therein 
is no reason why the family mansion 
should not be insured against burglary. 
Mr. Shaw proceeds to what he calls 
the diplomatic history of the war. His 
notion of historical veracity may be 
judged from his description of the Aus- 
trian ultimatum to Servia as an escapade 
of a dotard. He puts the whole blame 
of it on Franz Josef, and yet he must 
know quite well that Germany has ad- 
mitted even to her own subjects that 
Austria asked Germany’s opinion about 
her policy and obtained Germany’s ap- 
“proval before delivering the ultimatum. 
[Official German pamphlet “ Reasons 
for the War with Russia,” August, 1914.|. 
There is no word in Mr. Shaw’s diplo- 
matic history of the repeated efforts 
toward peace made by Great Britain and 
scotched by Germany. On the contrary, 
with astounding audacity and disingenu- 
ousness, he tries to make it appear that 
suggestions for peace were offered by 
Germany and-rejected by Great Britain. 
Once more it simply was not so. 


Defense of Sir Edward Grey. 


Mr. Shaw’s paraphrase of Document 
17 in the British diplomatic dispatches 
is a staggering travesty. So far as I 
can see it bears no relation to the orig- 
inal. Further, he not only deplores that 
a liberal government should have an 
imperialist Foreign Secretary, but he 
accuses Sir Edward Grey of sacrificing 
his country’s welfare to the interests of 
his party and committing a political 
crime in order not to incur the wrath 
of The Daily News and The Manchester 
Guardian. This is totally inexcusable. 
Let me not be misunderstood. I am not 
a liberal. I am an out-and-out radical. 
I foresee a cleavage in the Liberal Par- 
ty, and when that cleavage comes I shall 
be on the extreme left wing. I entirely 
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agree with Mr. Shaw’s denunciation of 
secret diplomacy and undemocratic ‘con- 
trol of foreign policy. By every social 
tradition I should be in opposition to 
Sir Edward Grey, but I think Grey was 
the best Foreign Secretary that the Lib- 
eral Party could have chosen and that 
he worked well on the only possible 
plane, the plane of practicality. I am 
quite sure he is an honest man, and I 
strongly resent, as Englishmen of all 
opinions will resent, any imputation to 
the contrary. 

As for the undemocratic control of for- 
eign policy, a strong point about our 
policy on the eve of the war is that it was 
dictated by public opinion. [See Grey’s 
dispatch to the British Ambassador at 
Berlin, No. 123.] Germany could have 
preserved peace by a single gesture ad- 
dressed to Franz Josef. She did not want 
peace. Mr. Shaw said Sir Edward Grey 
ought to have shouted out at the start 
that if Germany fought we should fight. 
Sir Edward Grey had no authority to do 
so, and it would have been foolish to do 
so. Mr. Shaw also says Germany ought 
to have turned her whole army against 
Russia and left the western frontier to 
the care of the world’s public opinion in 
spite of the military alliance by which 
France was bound to Russia. We have 
here an example of his aptitude for prac- 
tical politics. 


Was Belgium a Mere Excuse? 


Let us now come to Belgium. Mr. 
Shaw protests needlessly that he holds 
no brief for small States as such, and he 
most vehemently denies that we are 
bound to knight errantry on their behalf. 
His objection to small States is that they 
are either incorrigibly bellicose or stand- 
ing temptations to big powers. Outside 
the Balkans no small State is bellicose. 
All are eminently pacific. That they are 
a standing temptation to thieves is sure- 
ly no reason for their destruction. If it 
is a reason Mr. Shaw ought to throw his 
watch down the drain. 

Mr. Shaw states that Belgium was a 
mere excuse for our going to war. That 
there was a vast deal more in the pre- 
war diplomacy than appears in the print- 
ed dispatches, or in any dispatches, I am 


as convinced as Mr. Shaw is, but I am — 
equally convinced that so far as we are 
concerned there was nothing in diploma- 
cy, however secret, to contradict our 
public attitude. The chief item not super- 
ficially apparent is that the diplomats 
knew all along that Germany wanted 
war and was doing all she could to ob- 
tain war on terms most favorable to her- 
self. That our own interest coincided 
with our duty to Belgium did not by any 
means render our duty a mere excuse for 
action. If a burglar is making his way 
upward in the house where Mr. Shaw 
lives and Mr. Shaw comes down and co!- 
lars him in the flat of a defenseless in- 
valid below and hands him over to the 
police Mr. Shaw would not expect the 
police to say, “ You are a hypocrite; you 
only seized the burglar because you 
feared he would come to you next.” I 
stick to the burglar simile, because a 
burglar is just what Germany is. 


The “Infamous Proposal” Phrase. 


Mr. Shaw characterizes Mr. Asquith’s 
phrase, “ Germany’s infamous proposal,” 
as the “obvious barrister’s claptrap.” 
Once more this is totally inexcusable. I 
do not always see eye to eye with Mr. 
Asquith, I agree with Mr. Shaw that he 
has more than once sinned against demo- 
cratic principles, but what has that to 
do with the point? My general impres- 
sion of Mr. Asquith and general impres- 
sion of this country is that Mr. Asquith, 
in addition to being a pretty good Lib- 
eral, is an honest man. His memorable 
speech containing the “infamous propos- 
al” phrase was most positively a genu- 
ine emotional expression of his convic- 
tion and of the conviction of the whole 
country, and Mr. Shaw, a finished mas- 
ter of barrister’s claptrap when he likes, 
has been merely scurrilous about it. 
Germany’s proposal was infamous. Sup- 
posing that we had taken the Belgium 
point at Mr. Shaw’s valuation of_it, the 
“nonsense about Belgium,” as he calls 
it, and refrained from war, what would 
have been the result? The result would 
have been that today we could not have 
looked one another in the face as we 
passed down the street. 

But Mr. Shaw is not content with ar- 


i ae 
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guing that the Belgium point was a 
mere excuse for us. He goes further 
and continually implies that there was 
no Belgium point. Every time he men- 
tions the original treaty that estab- 
lished Belgian neutrality he puts after it 
in brackets, [date 1£39,] an obvious bar- 
rister’s device, sarcastically to discredit 
the treaty because of its age. He omits 
to say that the chief clause in the treaty 
contains the word “ perpetually.” What 
is worse, he infers that by the mere 
process of years, as Belgium gradually 
made herself, civilized herself, enriched 
herself, and increased her stake in the 
world, her moral right to independence 
and freedom instead of being strength- 
ened was somehow mysteriously weak- 
ened. The theory is monstrous, but if 
he does not mean that he means noth- 
ing. 


Further, he says that in 1870 Glad- 


stone could not depend on the treaty of ~ 


1839 and resorted to a special tempo- 
rary treaty not now in force, and that, 
therefore, technically the validity of 
the 1839 treaty is extremely doubtful. 
This twisting of facts throws a really 
sinister light upon the later develop- 
ments of Mr. Shaw as a controversial- 


ist. The treaty of 1870 was, indeed, 
temporary, except in so far as it con- 
firmed the treaty of 1839. Article 3 of 
the treaty of 1870 says it shall be bind- 
ing on the contracting parties during 
the continuance of the war and for 
twelve months after, and then proceeds 
“and on the expiration of that time the 
independence and neutrality of Belgium 
will, so far as the high contracting par- 
ties are respectively concerned, continue 
to rest as heretofore on the quintuple 
treaty of 1839,” (textual.) 

Mr. Shaw’s manifesto is lengthy and 
it will no doubt be reprinted in kook 
form. I repeat what I said in my first 
paragraph as to the major part of it, but 
I assert that the objectionable part of 
the manifesto is so objectionable in its 
flippancy, in its perversity, in its injus- 
tice, and in its downright inexactitude as 
to amount to a scandal. Mr. Shaw has 
failed to realize either his own impor- 


‘tance or the importance and very grave 


solemnity of the occasion. The present 
is no hour for that disingenuous, dialec-. 
tical bravura which might excusably re- 
lieve a domestic altercation. Before re- 
printing Mr. Shaw should, I suggest, seri- 
ously reconsider his position and re- 
write. 


“Bennett States the German Case” 


By George Bernard Shaw. 
Letter to The Daily News of London. 


To The Daily News, Sir: 

In justice to the enemy I am bound to 
admit that Mr. Bennett’s case, which is 
the German case, is a very strong one 
and that his ironic comment on the case 
against Germany, “ We have here an ex- 
ample of Mr. Shaw’s aptitude for prac- 
tical politics,” is a comment that the 
Kaiser will probably make and that the 
average “ practical man” will make, too. 

Mr. Bennett, in saying that I am a 
simpleton to doubt that, if Germany had 
not attacked France, France would have 
attacked her, shows a much greater 


courage than he credits me with. That is 
Germany’s contention, and if valid is her 
justification for dashing at any enemy 
who, as Mr. Bennett believes, was lying 
in wait to spring on her back when Rus- 
sia had her by the throat. If Mr. Bennett 
is right, and I am a simpleton, there is 
nothing more to be said. The Imperial 
Chancellor’s plea of “a state of neces- 
sity ” is proved up to the hilt. 

I did not omit to say that Germany 
regards our policy and our diplomacy as 
extremely able and clear-sighted. I ex- 
pressly and elaborately pointed that out. 
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Mr. Bennett, being an Englishman, is so 
flattered by the apparent compliment 
from those clever Germans that he in- 
sists it is deserved. I, being an Irishman 
and, therefore, untouched by flattery, 
see clearly that what the Germans mean 
by able and clear-sighted is crafty, ruth- 
less, unscrupulous, and directed to the de- 
liberate and intentional destruction of 
Germany by a masterly diplomatic com- 
bination of Russia, France and Great 
Britain against her, and I defend the 
English and Sir Edward Grey in par- 
ticular on the ground, first, that the 
British nation at large was wholly inno- 
cent of the combination, and, second, that 
even among diplomatists, guilty as most 
of them unquestionably were and openly 
as our Junkers—like the German ones— 
clamored for war with Germany, there 
was more muddle than Machiavelli about 
them, and that Sir Edward never com- 
pletely grasped the situation or found 
out what he really was doing and even 
had a democratic horror of war. 


Shaw’s Excuses Scorned. 

But Mr. Bennett will not have any of 
my excuses for his unhappy country. 
He will have it that the Germans are 
right in admiring Sir Edward as a mod- 
ern Caesar Bogia, and that our mili- 
tarist writers are “ of first class quality,” 
as contrasted with the “ intense medioc- 
rity ” of poor Gen. Bernhardi. 


If Mr. Bennett had stopped there the 
Kaiser would send him the Iron Cross, 
but of course, like a true born English- 
man, he goes on to deny indignantly that 
England has produced a militarist litera- 
ture comparable to Germany and to af- 
firm hotly that Mr. Asquith is an honest 
man whose bad arguments are “a gen- 
uine emotional expression of his convic- 
tions and that of the whole country,” 
and that Sir Edward Grey is an 
honest man, and that he (Mr. 
Bennett) “strongly resents as English- 
men of all opinions will resent any impu- 
tation to the contrary ”—just what I said 
he would say and that he entirely agrees 
with my denunciation of secret diplo- 
macy and undemocratic control of for- 
eign policy and that I am a perverse and 


wayward harlequin, mischievous, unvera- 
cious, scurrilous, monstrous, disingenu- 
ous, flippant, unjust, inexact, scandalous, 
and objectionable, and that on all points 
to which he takes exception and a good 
many more I am so magnificent, brill- 
iant, and convincing that no citizen could 
rise from perusing me without being il- 
luminated. 


That is just a little what I meant by 
saying that Englishmen are muddle- 
headed, because they never have been 
forced by political adversity to mistrust 
their tempers and depend on a carefully 
stated case as Irishmen have been. 


Showed Germany the Way. 


I did with great pains what nobody 
else had done. I showed what Germany 
should have done, knowing that I had 
no right to reproach her for doing what 
she did until I was prepared to show 
that a better way had been open to her. 


Bennett says, in effect, that nobody 
but a fool could suppose that my way 
was practicable and proceeds to call 
Germany a burglar. That does not get 
us much further. In fact, to me it seems 
a step backward. At all events it is 
now up to Mr. Bennett to show us what 
practical alternative Germany had ex- 
cept the one I described. If he cannot 
do that, can he not, at least, fight for 
his side? We, who are mouthpieces of 
many inarticulate citizens, who are 
fighting at home against the general 
tumult of scare and rancor and silly 
cinematograph heroics for a sane facing 
of facts and a stable settlement, are very 
few. We have to bring the whole conti- 
nent of war-struck lunatics to reason if 
we can. 


What chance is there of our succeed- 
ing if we begin by attacking one an- 
other because we do not like one an- 
other’s style or confine ourselves~to one 
another’s pet points? I invite Mr. Ben- 
nett to pay me some more nice compli- 
ments and to reserve his fine old Staf- 
fordshire loathing for my intellectual 
nimbleness until the war is over.—G. 
BERNARD SHAW. 


G Ko COMES TE RTON, 


See Page 108 ° 


STROAR THUR? GONAN DO yur 


(Photo (C) by Arnold Genthe.) 
See Page 182 


Flaws in Shaw’s Logic 


By Cunninghame Graham. 
Letter to The Daily’ News of London. 


To the Editor of The Daily News: 

The controversy between men of 
peace as to the merits, demerits, causes, 
and possible results of the great war is 
becoming almost as dangerous and little 
less noisy than the real conflict now be- 
ing waged in and around Ypres. The 
only difference between the two conflicts 
is that the combatants in Flanders only 
strive to kill the body. Those who fire 
paper bullets aim at the annihilation of 
the soul. 

Literature is a nice thing in its way. 
It both passes and gives us many weary 
hours. It has its place. 
that at present it is mere dancing on a 
tight rope. Whether the war could have 
been avoided or not is without interest 
today. In fact, there is no controversy 
possible after Maximilian Harden’s pro- 
nouncement. In it he throws away the 
scabbard and says boldly that Germany 
from the first was set on war. Hence 
it becomes a work of supererogation to 
find excuses for her, and hence, my old 
friend, Bernard Shaw, penned his long 
indictment of his hereditary enemy, Eng- 
land, all in vain. 

We are a dull-witted race. Although 
the Continent has dubbed us “ Perfidious 
Albion,” it is hard for us to take in gen- 
eral ideas, and no man clearly sees the 
possibilities of the development of the 
original sin that lies dormant in him. 
Thus it becomes hard for us to under- 
stand the reason why, if Germany tore 
up a treaty three months ago we are cer- 
tain to tear up another in three years’ 
time. 


But I submit - 


All crystal gazing appeals but little to 
the average man on this side of the St. 
George’s channel. It may be that we 
shall tear up many treaties, but the 
broad fact remains that hitherto we have 
torn up none. 


The particular treaty that Germany 
tore up was signed by five powers in 
1839, ratified again in 1870 by a special 
clause respected by King Frederick Will- 
iam in his war against the French, was 
often referred to in Parliament by Glad- 
stone and by other Ministers, and was 
considered binding on its signatories. 
Germany tore it up for her own ends, 
thus showing that she was a stupid 
though learned people, for she at once: 
at the same time prejudiced her case to 
the whole world and made a military mis- 
take. 


No human motives are without alloy, 
but at the same time honesty in our case 
has proved the better policy. Germany, 
no doubt, would have granted us almost 
anything for our assent to her march 
through Belgium. We refused her of- 
fers, no doubt from mixed motives, for 
every Englishman is not an orphan arch- 
angel, stupid, or dull or muddle-headed, 
or what not. The balance of the world 
is with us, not, perhaps, because they 
love us greatly, but because they see that 
we, perhaps by accident, have been forced 
into the right course and that all smaller 
nationalities such as Montenegro, Ire- 
land, Poland, and the rest would sep 
pear on our defeat. 


CUNNINGHAME GRAHAM. 


Editorial Comment on Shaw 


From THE NEW YORK TIMES, Nov. 5, 1914. 


Mr. G. Bernard Shaw thinks that 
“the time has now come to pluck up 
courage and begin to talk and write 
soberly about the war.” Our readers 
will find in THe Times Sunday Maga- 
zine this morning some of the fruits of 
this auto-suggestion. They are very re- 
markable. While Mr. Shaw can hardly 
be called a representative of any con- 
siderable class, the fact that one prom- 
inent writer, always much read, can as- 
sume Mr. Shaw’s attitude and make pub- 
lic Mr. Shaw’s comments throws a strong 
light on the spirit of British society. It 
is true that he intimates that he ran the 
risk of “ prompt lynching” at one time, 
but that was probably the suggestion of 
a certain timidity and vanity to which 
1e pleads guilty. His safe and prosperous 
existence is really a striking evidence, 
on the one hand, of British good nature, 
and, on the other, of the indifferent esti- 
mate the British put on his influence. 

Like Iago; Mr. Shaw is nothing if not 
critical, and in this crisis his criticism 
is for the most part bitter, extreme, 
and in purpose destructive. He particu- 
larly dislikes Sir Edward Grey and the 
Government of which he is a leading 
spirit, and the class which the Govern- 
ment represents. He singles out Sir 
Edward as the chief “Junker” and 
among the chief “ militarists’? who 
brought about this war. Mr. Shaw’s at- 
tacks on the Foreign Secretary are sav- 
age, and, as often happens with savage 
attacks—they are far from consistent. 
For example, Mr. Shaw paraphrases at 
some length the interview between Sir 
Edward and the German Ambassador, 
in which the latter made four different 
propositions to secure the neutrality of 
Great Britain if Germany waged war 
on France, all of which Sir Edward re- 
fused. Mr. Shaw sees in this only evi- 
dence of determination to take arms 
against Germany in any case, carrying 


out a long-cherished plan formed by the 
Government of which Sir’ Edward Grey 
was, for this matter, the responsible 
member. He does not see—though it 
is so plain that a wayfaring man though 
a professional satirist should not err 
therein—that what the Secretary in- 
tended to do—what, in fact, he did do— 
was to refuse to put a price on British 
perfidy, to accept any “bargain” of- 
fered to that end. 

On the other hand, Mr. Shaw para- 
phrases at still greater length the report 
of the interview in which the Russian 
Foreign Minister and the. French Am- 
bassador at St. Petersburg tried to in- 
duce the British Government to commit 
itself in advance to war against Ger- 
many. Mr. Shaw thinks that thus the 
German “bluff” would have been called 
and war would have been prevented, and 
he is confident that Mr. Winston 
Churchill would have taken the Bismarck 
tone and dictated the result. He cannot 
see—what is really the essential fact in 
both cases—that Sir Edward Grey was 
striving in every honorable way to pre- 
serve peace, that his Government refused 
to stand idle and see France crushed in 
the same spirit that it refused to menace 
Germany until a definite and undeniable 
cause of war arose. 

That cause came with Germany’s 
violation of its pledge to observe the 
neutrality of Belgium, and England’s 
response excites Mr. Shaw’s most furi- 
ous contempt. He adopts with zest the 
judgment of the German Chancellor. The 
pledge for all who signed it was but a 
scrap of paper, of no more binding force 
than others that had gone their way to 
dusty death in the diplomatic waste 
baskets. To observe the obligation it 
imposed was hypocrisy. To fight in 
order to compel Germany to ob- 
serve it was crass militarism. Plain- 
ly, Mr. Shaw is a little difficult. 
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The Government under which he’ lives 
is either too bellicose or not belli- 
cose enough; too ready to help France if 
France is attacked or not ready enough 
to bully Germany, and especially it is 
all wrong about Belgium and its treaty, 
since treaties have several times been 
broken, and so on through a bewildering 
circle of contradictory statements and 
notions. 

Mr. Shaw finds little to choose be- 
tween the groups of combatants. He 
distinctly prides himself on his impar- 
tiality, not to say indifference. On ac- 
count of his Irish birth he claims some- 
thing of the detachment of a foreigner, 
but admits a touch of Irish malice in 
taking the conceit out of the English. 
Add to this his professed many-sided- 
ness as a dramatist and playwright and 
we get as good an explanation as can 
be given of this noted writer’s attitude 
toward the tremendous struggle now 
waging. But Mr. Shaw’s assumption 
of even-handed scorn for every one con- 
cerned, of “six of one and a half dozen 
of the other,” does not hold out. He feels 
profoundly that such fighting as Ger- 
many does, for such a purpose as in- 
spires Germany, must be met by force, 
and that England could not in the long 
run, no matter by whom guided or gov- 
erned, have shirked the task iaid upon 
her. That being the case, one wonders 
a little why it was worth while to cover 
every one with ridicule and to present 
a picture of Great Britain so essentially 
grotesque and distorted. 


Bernard Shaw on the End of the War. 
From The New York Sun, Nov. 15,1914. 


In the midst of a good deal of untime- 
ly gibing, George Bernard Shaw, as re- 
ported in a London dispatch to The Sun 
of yesterday, says one or two very wise 
and appropriate things about the end of 
the war and the times to come after it. 
His warnings are a useful check to the 
current loose talk of the fire-eaters and 
preachers of the gospel of vengeance. 

“We and France have to live with 
Germany after the war,” Mr. Shaw points 
out. Even to embarrass her financially 


would be a blow to England herself, 


“the situation. 


Germany being one of England’s best 
customers and one of her most frequent- 
ly visited neighbors. The truth of this 
is unanswerable. The great object must 
be to effect a peace with as little rancor 
as possible. 

Mr. Shaw does not say it, but there 
are going to be overwhelming political 
reasons why the pride of Germany and 
Austria and still more why their mili- 
tary power shall not be too much im- 
paired in case of their defeat. 

Perhaps in the final settlement the 
Western Allies may be found to have 
more in common with Berlin than with 
St. Petersburg. Germany has pointed 
this out with much force. 

Mr. Shaw’s position is not admirable 
when he chooses their days of tribulation 
for sticking pins into his own people, even 
though some of the things he says may 
be unpleasantly true. But it cannot be 
denied that he has some sane views on 
The pity is that he must 
always impair the force of the useful 
things he has to say by flippancies, im-. 
pertinences, and out-of-place girdings at 
those whose courage he should help to 
maintain. He reminds one of a man 
who insists on wrangling over the mis- 
taken construction of a chimney while 
the house is burning down. 


Bernard Shaw as a Patriot. 
From The New York World, Nov. 17, 
1914. 

Bernard Shaw has written for our 
neighbor THE TIMES an elaborate three- 

page thesis to maintain: 

1. That Great Britain was abundantly 
justified in making war. with Germany. 

2. That the explanation given by the 
British Government for making war 
against Germany was stupid, hypocriti- 
cal, mendacious, and disgraceful. 

8. That he alone is capable of_in.er- 
preting the moral purpose of the British 
people in undertaking this necessary 
work of civilization. 

4. That the reason the British Gov- 
ernment’s justification of the war is so 
inadequate is because no British Goy- 
ernment is ever so clever as Bernard 
Shaw. 
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5. That even in the midst of the most 
horrible calamity known to human his- 
tory it pays to advertise. 

Various patriots have various ways of 


serving their country. Some go to the 
firing line to be shot and others stay. at 
home to be a source of innocent merri- 
ment to the survivors. 


“Shaw Empty of Good Sense” 


By Christabel Pankhurst. 
Written for THE NEW YORK TIMES. 


His reputation for perversity and con- 
trariety is fully maintained by George 
Bernard Shaw in the ineptly-named ar- 
ticle, “Common Sense About the War.” 
At home in Britain we all know that it is 
Mr. Shaw’s habit to oppose where he 
might be expected to support, and vice 
versa. For example, should he speak at 
a prohibition meeting he would most like- 
ly extol strong drink, or if asked to de- 
fend the sale of liquor declare dramati- 
cally for prohibition. 

He sees himself as the critic of every- 
thing and everybody—the one and only 
man who knows what to do and how to 
do it. 

Mr. Shaw charges his compatriots with 
intellectual laziness, but they are not so 
lazy as to leave him to do their thinking 
for them. That he sometimes—and 
oftener in the past than now—says illu- 
minating things is true, but firm reliance 
cannot be placed upon his freakish men- 
tal processes, exemplified in his writings 
about the war. He has played with 
effect the part of jester to the British 
public, but when, as now, his jests are 
empty of the kernel of good sense, the 
matter gets beyond a joke. 

The truth is that in face of this great 
and tragic reality of war the men of 
mere words, the literary theorists, are 
in danger of missing their way. Cer- 
tainly women of deeds are more likely 
to see things aright than are men of 
words, and it is as a woman of deeds 
that I, a suffragette, make answer to my 
irresponsible compatriot, Mr. Bernard 
Shaw. And yet not a compatriot, for 
Mr. Shaw disclaims those feelings of 


loyalty. and enthusiasm for the national 
cause that fill the mass of us who live 
under the British flag! 


“Until Home Rule emerges from its 
present suspended animation,” says Mr. 
Shaw, “I skall retain my~Irish capacity 
for criticising England with something 
of the detachment of a foreigner.” Now, 
these words are not a little surprising, 
because Mr. Shaw’s interest in the Home 
Rule cause has hitherto been of a most 
restrained and well-nigh secret charac- 
ter, and any one who imagines that Mr. 
Shaw is a strenuous campaigner for 
Home Rule is greatly mistaken. If in 
the years preceding the war the Home 
Rule cause had depended upon Mr. 
Shaw’s activities, it would have been 
in a bad way. It is now, when a foreign 
enemy menaces our nation as a whole, 
that Mr. Shaw manifests this enhanced 
interest in Home Rule. 


The suffragettes, who have fought 
and suffered for their cause as no living 
man reformer in the British Isles has 
fought and suffered for his, have during 
the present crisis subordinated their 
claim to the urgent claims of national 
honor and safety. So Mr. Shaw, whose 
campaigning is done generally in the 
armchair, and never in any place more 
dangerous than the rostrum, ought 
surely to refrain from his frivolous, in- 
consistent, destructive, and unprofita- 
ble criticism of our country. 

As for the question of lynching, Mr. 
Shaw is, the American public may be 
assured, in no danger whatever of being 
lynched. He is in far more danger of 
having the Iron Cross conferred upon 
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him by the Kaiser in recognition of his 
. attempt to supplement the activities of 
the official German Press Bureau. But if 
_ he were a German subject, writing on cer- 
tain points of German policy as he does 
upon certain points of British policy, his 
fate can well be imagined. The only retri- 
bution that will come upon this man, who 
exploits the freedom of speech and pen 
that England gives him, is that his words 
lose now and henceforth the weight they 
used to have. Oh, the eonceit of the 
man, who in this dark hour, when the 
English are dying on the battlefield, 
writes of “taking the conceit out of 
England ” by a stroke of his inconsequent 
pen! 
Admits England’s Cause Is Just. 

But with all his will to “take the 
conceit ”’ out of this England, so fiercely 
menaced, her sons killed, her daughters 
widowed—yet needing, so he thinks, his 
castigation into the bargain—the critic 
is constrained to admit that our ,country 
is playing the part of “the responsible 
policeman of the West” and that “for 
England to have refrained from hurling 
herself into the fray, horse, foot, and 
artillery, was impossible from every 

* point of view.” Then why preface these 
statements by a series of attacks upon 
the country which is admitted to be justly 
fighting in a just cause? 

The sole importance of Mr. Shaw’s 
criticism comes from this. He unwar- 
rantably indorses statements made by 
Germany in her attempt to put the 
Allies in the wrong.~ Because he is 
known to the German people by his 
dramatic work, extracts from his article 
will be circulated among them as an ex- 
pression of the views of a representative 
British citizen. And how are the Ger- 
mans to know that this is false, deprived 
as they are of news of what is happen- 
ing in the outside world and ignorant as 
they must be of Mr. Sl.aw’s real lack of 
influence at this serious time? 

That their traffic in mere words dis- 
ables some literary men from compre- 
hending facts is shown by Mr. Shaw’s 
play upon the word “Junkerism.” He 
points to the dictionary definition of the 


word instead of to the fact it represents, 


and by this verbal juggling tries to con- 
vince his readers that the military au- 
tocracy that dominates and misdirects 
Germany has its counterpart and equal 
in Great Britain. Whereas, the conditions 
in the two countries are wholly different, 
and it is this very difference that Ger- 
many has regarded as one of the signs 
of British inferiority. 


Mr. Shaw’s suggestion that the Brit- 
ish are posing as “Injured Innocence ” 
and as “ Mild Gazelles”’ is neither funny 
nor true. We are simply a people de- 
fending ourselves, resisting conquest and 
military despotism, and fighting for the 
ideal of freedom and self-government. 
When our country is no longer in dan- 
ger we suffragettes, if it be still neces- 
sary, are prepared to fight on and wage 
our civil war that we may win freedom 
and self-government for women as well 
as men. But, in the meantime, we sup- 
sport the men—yes, and even the Govern- 
ment do we in a sense support—in fight- 
ing the common enemy who menaces the ~ 
freedom of men and women alike. Al- 
though the Government in the past have 
erred gravely in their dealing with the 
woman question, they are for the pur- 
pose of this war the instrument of the 
nation. 


Facts Belie Him. 


Mr. Shaw would seem to hold Britain 
responsible for German militarism, but 
the facts he cites are against him there. 
“Tam old enough,” says he, “ to remem- 
ber the beginnings of the anti-German 
phase of military propaganda in England. 
The Franco-Prussian war of 1870-1871 
left England very much taken aback. Up 
to that date nobody was much afraid 
that Prussia—suddenly Prussia beat 
France right down in the dust.” Pre- 
cisely! It was this war on France, de- 
liberately engineered by Bismarck, and it 
was the defeat and despoilment of France 
that fed Germany’s militarism and en- 
couraged Germany to make those plans 
of military aggression which, after long 
and deliberate preparation, are being 
carried into effect in the present war. 
Germany’s plans of military aggression 
have compelled other countries to prepare, 
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however inadequately, to defend them- 
selves. 

Mr. Shaw gives support to the Ger- 
mans’ contention that they are not the 
aggressors but are menaced by Russia. 
Yet he does not explain why, if that is 
so, Germany took French gold and terri- 
tory in 1870 and has since continued to 
alienate France; nor why Germany has 
chosen Britain as her enemy of enemies 
to be supplanted and surpassed in power. 

If Germany is simply on the defensive 
against Russia and has no desire to at- 
tack and cripple France and Britain, 
then why has she antagonized these 
countries and driven one after the other 
into a Russian alliance? 

When he affects to criticise Germany 
for not having “ entrusted the security 
of her western frontier to the public 
opinion of Western Europe and to Amer- 
ica and fought Russia, if attacked, with 
her rear not otherwise defended,” Mr. 
Shaw burkes the fact that Germany’s ob- 
ject is to seize Belguim and to make it 
part of the German Empire, also to seize 
at least the northern coast of France and 
to make this seizure the means of domi- 
nating Britain. 

Indeed, the point at which German 
ambition for conquest ceases would be 
hard to fix. And yet Mr. Shaw pic- 
tures for us an injured-innocent, mild- 
gazelle Germany on the defensive! Quite 
in this picture is his assertion that “ the 
ultimatum to Servia was the escapade of 
a dotard,” whereas, everybody knows that 
the ultimatum was dictated at Berlin. It 
is plain as a pikestaff that in order to 
bring on the Great War of conquest for 
which her rulers thought The Day had 
arrived. Germany dictated the issue and 
terms of the ultimatum to Servia and 
then urged Austria to refuse any com- 


promise and arbitration which might 


have averted war. 

Mr. Shaw has assumed the impossible 
task of trying to blind the American 
public to these and other facts that prove 
Germany to be thé aggressor in this war, 
but he will fail in his attempt at white- 
washing German policy because it is one 
of the characteristics of the American 
people that they have a strong feeling 


for reality and that no twisting and com- 
bining of words can prevent them from 
getting at the facts beneath. 

Bernhardi’s writings are generally be- 
lieved to be an inspiration, and in part 
a statement of German policy. But Mr. 
Shaw differs. In trying to prove that 
Bernhardism has nothing to do with the 
case, he maintains that Germany has 
neglected the Bernhardi programme, and 
says: 

“He warned Germany to make an al- 
liance with Italy, Austria, Turkey, and 
America before undertaking the subju- 
gation of France, then of England.” 

Mr. Shaw then asserts that Germany 
disregarded this advice and allowed her- 
self to be caught between Russia and a 
Franco-British combination with no ally 
save Austria. But here again facts are 
against him. For Germany has followed 
with marvelous precision the line drawn 
by Bernhardi. 

She is actually fighting in partner- 
ship with Austria. She allied herself 
with Italy—though Italy has refused to 
fight with her in this present war of ag- 
gression. Germany has also bent Tur- 
key to her purpose, and has dragged 
the Turks into the war. An alliance 
with America! Well, to have gained the 
help of America in crushing France and 
crippling England and ravaging and 
conquering Belgium was quite beyond 
the power of German diplomacy and in- 
trigue! Still Germany’s attempts to win 
at‘least America’s moral support in this 
war are vigorous, if unsuccessful. 

And with what quotable matter Mr. 
Shaw provides the German rulers for 
the further deluding of their subjects 
when he writes of the German people 
being “stirred to their depths by the 
apparent treachery and duplicity of the 
attack made upon them in their extrem- 
est peril from France and Russia,” when 
he writes of the Kaiser doing “all a 
Kaiser could do without unbearable 
ignominy to induce the British not to 
fight him and give him fair play with 
Russia,” and when he writes of “ taking 
the Kaiser at a disadvantage.” As 
though we ought meekly to have agreed 
to the Kaiser’s plan of defeating France 


——s 
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and using her defeat as a bridge to Eng- 
land and a means of conquering Eng- 
land! Uncommon nonsense about the 
war—so we must rename Mr. Shaw’s 
‘production! 


And what is all this that flows from 
the pen of Mr. Shaw about Belgium and 
“obsolete treaties,’ “rights of way,” 
“necessities that know no international 
law,” “circumstances that alter treat- 
ies” ? Made in Germany such state- 
ments are, and yet even the Imperial 
German Chancellor is not so contemptu- 
ous as Bernard Shaw is of Belgium’s 
charter of existence, the treaty now vio- 
lated by Germany. 


That is a treaty that cannot become 
obsolete until the powers who made it 
release Belgium from the restrictions 
and obligations which the treaty im- 
poses. Germany pleads guilty in this 
matter of the violation of Belgian neu- 
trality, though Mr. Shaw attempts to 
show her innocent, for the German 
Chancellor has said: “This is an in- 
fraction of international law—we are 
compelled to overrule the legitimate 
protests of the Luxemburg and Belgian 
Governments. We shall repair the wrong 
we are doing as soon as our military 
aims have been achieved.” And again 
the Chancellor said the invasion of Bel- 
gium “is contrary to the law of nature.” 
To Mr. Bernard Shaw’s peculiar sense 
of international morality such dealing 
is not, however, repugnant. 


No “Right of Way” in Belgium. 


In his letter to President Wilson Mr. 
Shaw, either willfully or ignorantly, 
seeks to confuse the neutrality of a 
neutralized State such as Belgium and 
the neutrality of an ordinary State such 
as Italy, and he pretends that violation 
of the first sort of neutrality creates a 
situation in no way different from that 
created by the violation of the second 
and normal sort of neutrality. I would 
refer Mr. Shaw to “The Case for Bel- 
gium ” issued by the Belgian delegates 
to the United States wherein they point 
out that “the peculiarity about Belgian 
neutrality is that it has been imposed 
upon her by the powers as the one con- 


dition upon which they recognized her 
national existence.” 


The consequence of this is that where- 
as Italy and the United States and other 
powers having a similar status can, sub- 
ject to the risk of attack from an af- 
fronted belligerent, please themselves 
whether or not they condone a violation 
of their neutrality, Belgium and the other 
neutralized States cannot condone such 
violation, but must either resist all 
breaches of their neutrality or surrender 
their right to existence. And further a 
neutralized State, putting faith in the 
treaty that guarantees its existence and 
its neutrality, refrains naturally from 
that preparation for war which would be 
deemed necessary in the absence of such 
a treaty. 


There is no such thing as the “ right 
of way” through neutralized Belgium 
which Mr. Shaw claims on behalf of bel- 
ligerent Germany. Far from exercising 
a right of way Germany has violently 
committed a trespass, offering a Ger- 
man promise, a mere “scrap of paper,” 
as reparation. “A right of way,” argues 
Bernard Shaw, “is not a right of con- 
quest ”; but the truth is that in passing 
through Belgium Germany assumed 
dominion over Belgium, which dominion 
she has since formally asserted and is 
seeking forcibly to maintain. 


A New Shavian Theory. 

No comprehension does Mr. Shaw dis- 
play of the hurt to the Belgians’ sense 
of honor involved in Germany’s use of 
their territory for purposes hostile to 
their friendly neighbor, France. To be 
forced into injuring a friend is an out- 
rage, indeed, and Mr. Shaw surely knows 
too much of matters military to be un- 
aware that to permit a right of way to 
one combatant amounts to making an 
attack upon the other, and that Ger- 
many, by the very fact of crossing Bel- 
gium soil, was forcing Belgium to be the 
enemy of France. Only by their great 
heroism were the Belgians able to escape 
this infamy that had been planned for 
them. 

To be conquered does not really mat- 
ter! There we have another Shavian 
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theory. How grateful would the would- 


be world-ruling Kaiser feel to Mr. Shaw 
were he to succeed in inoculating the 
peoples of Europe and of America with 
that theory! So would the task of put- 
ting the peoples under the German yoke 
(otherwise known as German culture) 
be made easier—and cheaper. But the 
spirit of national freedom, which is as 
precious to humanity as is the spirit of 
individual freedom, cannot be driven out 
by words any more than it can be driven 
out by blows. The most unlettered Bel- 
gian soldier, fighting for a truth that 
is at the very heart and depth of all 
things true, puts the mere wordmonger 
to shame. 


That Great Britain does not fight 
only for Belgium is certainly a fact, 
though Belgium’s plight alone would 
have been enough to bring us into the 
conflict. We fight also for France, be- 
cause she is wrongfully attacked, and 
because she is by her civilization and 
culture one of the world’s treasures. We 
fight for the all-sufficient reason of 
self-defense. 

There is the case for Britain, and de- 
spite his special pleading for Germany, 
Mr. Shaw can show no flaw in it. He 
does say, however, that the British Gov- 
ernment, instead of first seeking a mild 
way of preserving peace, ought to have 
said point blank to Germany: “If you 
attack France we shall attack you.” I 
also think that such a declaration would 
have been the right one. To me and to 
many others the thought that our coun- 
try might stand by and watch inactively 
an attack upon France was intolerable. 
Great was our relief when this appre- 
hension was removed by the British 
Government’s declaration of war. Why 
did not the British Government say to 
Germany before the war cloud burst that 
Britain would fight to defend France, 
and why did the Government delay so 
long in declaring war? Mr. Shaw does 
_ not give the reason, but I will give it. 

It was that the Government feared 
opposition to our entering into the war 
would come from a Radico-Socialist lit- 
erary clique in London, from a section 
of the Liberal press, and from certain 


Liberal and Labor politicians who had 
been deceived by German professors and 
other missionaries of the Kaiser into 
thinking the German peril did not exist. 
When Belgium was invaded most of these 
misguided ones were unable to cling any 
longer to their “keep out of it” policy, 
and then the Government felt free to 
act. Yet the Government need not have 
waited, because with the facts before 
them the people as a whole would per- 
fectly have understood the necessity of 
fighting even had Belgium not been in- 
vaded. 


Henceforward the general public must 
be kept informed of what is happening 
in the international world. Foreign poli- 
tics must be conducted with greater pub- 
licity.. There, at least, Bernard Shaw is 
right, but this is a reform which he and 
his fellow-men have failed to effect, 
whereas women, had they been voters, 
would have demanded and secured it long 
ago. 


Now, although undue diplomatic se- 
crecy, always wrong, will be especially 
wrong when the terms of peace come to 
be made, sentimentality will certainly 
be more mischievous still. It is difficult 
to resist the conclusion that Bernard 
Shaw’s writings on the war are intended 
as an appeal to sentimentality—an ap- 
peal that Germany at the close of the 
war shall have treatment which, by be- 
ing more than just to her, would be less 
than just to the countries whom she 
has attacked, and would mean a recur- 
rence of this appalling war in after 
years. 


Before the war specious words were 
used to cloak the German policy of ag- 
gression which has plunged the world in 
horror and is martyrizing peoples. In 
view of the coming victory of the Allies, 
the same tactics will be adopted by the 
German militarists, and it behooves Ber- 
nard Shaw to beware lest even without 
intent he serve as their tool. Men such 
as he who believe that while they can 
never be in the wrong, their country can 
never be in the right, are just the men 
who are in danger of stumbling at this 
time. 


CHRISTABEL PANKHURST. 


(Photo (C) by Underwood & Underwood.) 
See Page 68 
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See Page 100 


Comment by Readers of Shaw 


Shaw Has Made Minister von Jagow’s 
Remark on a “Scrap of Paper” 
Understandable. 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 


Most hearty thanks for that masterly 
“common-sense” article of Bernard 
Shaw. How clearly he expresses the 
much that many of us have felt way 
down inside and have not been able to 
formulate even to ourselves! 


He has made at least one woman—and 
one of German parentage at that—under- 
stand what reams of public and private 
communications from all over the Father- 
land could not make clear: just why the 
blunt, impetuous, shocked, and astounded 
Kaiser dared give utterance to that dis- 
graceful “scrap of paper” remark—in- 
excusable but also very understandable 
in the light of his knowledge of and con- 
fidence in a more astute miscreant; why 
France and Germany have always con- 
sidered England more or less of a Tar- 
tuffe and a “Scheinheilige” (one who 
seems holy); and why every German— 
man, woman and child—so execrates Sir 
Edward Grey and colleagues. 

Nothing in all the sickening present 
conditions, the future long-lasting woe 
and misery, the barbarous neutrality vio- 
lations has so made me blush for my 
mother’s country as the “ scrap of paper ” 
incident; and it has been most bitter to 
listen to the extravagant, fantastic eulo- 
gies on England, with which we’ve been 
so favored without feeling honestly able 
to make any excuses whatever for Ger- 
many. 

But now—thanks to that article—I can 
understand what I may not condone, and, 
though abhorring the Kaiser and my 
mother’s compatriots for their share in 
that horror’ going on abroad, I can also 
pity the hot-headed, imperfect mere man 
going to war under a carefully incited 
and fostered misapprehension, and need 
no longer glorify the cool-headed, sapient 


policy which so cleverly duped ruler and 
people. 

Not since the war began have I felt 
so undepressed, so free to sympathize 
where I so love, so free from having 
to commend those for whom I feel no 
love whatever. For all of which accept 
the warmest thanks of 

KATE HUDSON. 

New York, Nov. 17. 


Shaw Article Work of “ Farceur.” 
To the Editor of The New York Times: 

“Common sense and Shaw!” Shaw 
begins his article by saying, “I am giv- 
ing my views for what they are worth, 
with a malicious bias.”’ Later on he says: 
“T am writing history.” Toward the 
end, after having obscured with words 
many things which had hitherto been 
clear to most people, he says: “Now 
that we begin to see where we really are, 
&c.” How Shavian! 


There are at least two sides to all 
questions, and so long as they are rea- 
sonably presented one is glad to hear 
them even if they fail to convince, but 
when a farceur is allowed to occupy 
three whole pages usually filled by seri- 
ous and interesting writers it seems time 
to protest. The subject itself is not one 
for easy paradox or false and flippant 
epigram. 

Mr. Shaw says he does not hold his 
tongue easily. He certainly does not, 
and when it wags it wags foolishly, 
and, as he admits, maliciously, albeit 
sometimes amusingly, and with super- 
ficial brilliance. He says the Irish do 
not consider England their country yet. 
Of course they do not. Why should the 
Trish consider themselves English? 
Neither do the Scots, nor the Welsh, nor 
the Canadians, nor will they ever so 
think. But they are all British, and so, 
despite all Mr. Shaw says to the contrary, 


' Kitchener was right. 
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Mr. Shaw falls into a common. and 
regrettable error when he continually 
writes England when he really means 
the British Empire. It is the British 
Empire that is at war, for which, though 
a citizen, Mr. Shaw has no authority to 
speak or to be considered a representa- 
tive, for, as he unnecessarily admits, he 
is not a “ British patriot ”; neither is he 
a “Junker,” for I have looked through 
all his definitions of the word, and none 
applies to him. 


In what way is the “ Battle of Dork- 
ing” like Bernhardi? The one he says 
had as a moral: “To arms! or the Ger- 
mans will besiege London!” The other 
said: “To arms! so that the Germans 
may besiege London, or any other coun- 
try that does not want compulsory cul- 
ture!” The one was defensive, the other 
offensive. 


He says of the war: “We” began it. 
Since he says he is not English, and 
that it is an English war, whom does he 
mean by “We”? If he means the 
British, then, should a policeman see a 
small boy being ill-treated by a large 
man and go to the help of that boy, he, 
the policeman, must be said to have be- 
gun the fight which would probably en- 
sue between him and said man, notwith- 
standing that the policeman is only ful- 
filling what he has sworn to do. 


Monaco, he says, “‘ seems to be, on the 
whole, the most prosperous and com- 
fortable State in Europe.” If this is 
buffoonery it is singularly out of place. 
But even Monaco has an “army,” has 
had recently a small revolution, and the 
Monegasques do not consider themselves 
ideally comfortable, and they have many 
“injustices.” Does he hold the pincipal- 
ity up as a model administration and 
the source of its prosperity as above re- 
proach? 


Mr. Shaw represents no one but him- 
self, and, like all small men, he reviles 
others greater than he, such as Sir Ed- 
ward Grey and Mr. Asquith, but it does 
not become him, looking at his own life’s 
history, to cast cheap sneers at anony- 
mous journalists in cheap newspapers, 
who, though they may lack his literary 


style, possess, at least, one virtue which 
he boasts that he has not—patriotism! 
Yours very truly, 
LAWRENCE GRANT. 
New York, Nov. 18. 


Antidote to “Long Infliction of Dreary 
Stuff.” 
To the Editor of The New York Times: 

Hail to Bernard Shaw! Could any- 
thing be more refreshing? After the 
long infliction upon us of the flood of 
dreary stuff from London and Paris, 
and all the talk of German militarism, 
and what is to become of it at the hands 
of such immaculately unmilitary apos- 
tles of peace and international righteous- 
ness and treaty observances as Russia, 
France, and England, and all the maud- 
lin denunciations of the German Nietz- 
sche and Bernhardi, and the terrible 
Kaiser, could anything be more refresh- 
ing than Shaw’s advent in the field of 
current war history? 

Though an Anglo-Saxon of American 
birth and long descent, and no believer 
in militarism of any sort of itself, yet 
I see in that no reason to distort ancient 
history by an attempt to make it appear 
that German militarism is at all the chief 
sinner, or, for that matter, not a very 
necessary and desirable thing in order 
that Germany may have her rightful 
place in the world, or any place at all. 

V. A. W. 

Warwick, N. Y., Nov. 16. 


False Assumptions Basis of Shaw’s 
Attack. 
To the Hditor of The New York Times: 
The article on the European war by 
Mr. G. B. Shaw in THE Times of Sun- 
day appeals to me as a noteworthy speci- 
men of what an artful literary genius 
can do in the way of argumentative can- 
tankerousness. His chief grievance is 
British diplomacy as representéd by Sir 
Edward Grey, upon whose devoted head 
he empties the vials of his splenetic hu- 
mor. : 
Underlying his argument are two glar- 
ingly false assumptions, and on these 
the whole fabric rests. The first is that 
a certain undefined but presumably mul- 
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titudinous body, which he designates as 
“ Socialist,” “ Democratic,” and “ Social 
Democratic,” is better qualified to deter- 
mine the policy and conduct the corre- 
spondence of the Foreign Office than 
trained and experienced statesmen. 


The second is that Sir Edward Grey 
should have followed the suggestion of 
Sazonof and threatened Germany with 
war at a certain stage of the correspond- 
ence. This can now be only a matter of 
opinion, but it may be confidently af- 
firmed that of all nations the Germany 
of this day would be the last to back 
down in face of a threat. It may be also 
said generally that an open threat is 
about the surest way to bring on a war. 
Austria threatened Servia and war en- 
sued. Germany threatened Russia and 
war ensued. Germany threatened Bel- 
gium—in the form of a notification that 
she intended to invade her territory— 
and war ensued. 


Mr. Shaw’s contentions are grotesque. 
Flushing, Nov. 16. SAM TEST. 


“Junkers ” Controlled Old World Ages 
Before Shaw. 
To the Editor of The New York Times: 
With regard to the article by Mr. 
Bernard Shaw, the gist of the matter 
can be compressed in fewer words. The 
ideas expressed are not the exclusive 
property of Mr. Shaw. The Old World 
for indefinite ages has been controlled 
and directed by what he calls the 


“ Junker ” class, the rich and idle aristo- 
crats who want for nothing, and, being 
born to rule, do not find it worth while 
to exert themselves mentally, and for 
whom there is no suitable profession but 
the army and diplomacy. 


The mass of the people are to them 
the great unwashed, and those a little 
higher in the scale “ cads and bounders,” 
or the German equivalent, in fact the 
canaille of the French who at the time 
of the Revolution took things into their 
own hands to the great surprise of 
everybody. This substratum is not con- 
sidered in the scheme of the “ Junker’s ” 
existence, though the lower orders alone 
are the workers and producers and make 
ease and luxury possible. 


Mr. Shaw, I believe, intends to inti- 
mate that there might be a use for the 
intellectual class, the thinkers and writ- 


“ers with the imagination that can put 


them mentally in the place of the indi- 
viduals who make up the masses, think ° 
the thoughts and live the lives vicarious- 
ly of the people who are the nation, and 
if the “Junker” class of England and 
Germany and kindred nations who gov- 
ern and dictate its policies were leavened 
with the brains and broad-mindedness of 
the thinkers there might be found a bet- 
ter use for men than killing each other 
and a brighter outlook for the world 
which is now filled with widows and 
orphans. Mrs. F. B. WILLIAMSON. 
Elizabeth, N. J., Nov. 16. 


Open Letter to President Wilson* 


By George Bernard Shaw. 


Sir: I petition you to invite the neutral 
powers to confer with the United States 
of America for the purpose of requesting 
Britain, France, and Germany to with- 
draw from the soil of Belgium and fight 
out their quarrel on their own territories. 
However the sympathies of the neutral 
States may be divided, and whatever 
points now at issue between the bellig- 
erent powers may be doubtful, there is 
one point on which there can be neither 
division nor doubt, and that is that the 
belligerent armies have no right to be in 
Belgium, much less to fight in Belgium, 
and involve the innocent inhabitants of 
that country in their reciprocal slaugh- 
ter. You will not question my right to 
address this petition to you. You are 
the official head of the nation that is 
beyond all question or comparison the 
chief of the neutral powers, marked out 
from all the rest by commanding magni- 
tude, by modern democratic constitution, 


*The English newspaper, The Nation, in 
which Mr. Shaw’s letter to the President 
of the United States appeared on Nov. 7, 
made the following comment thereon: 


We are glad to publish Mr. Shaw’s 
brilliant appeal to the President of the 
United States, because we believe that 
when the time for settlement arrives, the 
influence of America will be a powerful, 
perhaps a decisive, factor in obtaining it. 
We agree, too, with him that while she 
is not likely to respond to an appeal to 
intervene on the side of the Entente or 
the Alliance, the case of Belgium, the 
innocent victim of the war, is bound to 
find her in a very different mood. The 
States are already Belgium’s almoner; it 
is only a step further for them to come 
in as her savior. But on a vital point 
we disagree with Mr. Shaw. His Irish 
mind puts the case with an indifference 
to which we cannot pretend. We have 
got to save Western Europe from a vic- 
tory of Prussian militarism, as well as to 
avenge Belgium and set her on her feet 
again. We regard the temper and policy 
revealed in Germany’s violation of Bel- 
gium soil and her brutalization of the 
Belgian people as essential to our judg- 


and by freedom from the complication 
of monarchy and its traditions, which 
have led Europe into the quaint absurd- 
ity of a war waged formally between the 
German Kaiser, the German Czar, the 
German King of the Belgians, the Ger- 
man King of England, the German Em- 
peror of Austria, and a gentleman who 
shares with you the distinction of not 
being related to any of them, and is 
therefore describable monarchically as 
one Poincaré, a Frenchman. 

I make this petition on its merits, 
without claiming any representative 
character except such as attaches to me 
as a human being. Nobody here has 
asked me to do it. Except among the 
large class of constitutional beggars, the 
normal English feeling is that it is no 
use asking for a thing if you feel cer- 
tain that it will be refused, and are not 
in a position to enforce compliance. Also, 
that the party whose request is refused 


ment of this war and its end. And we 
dare not concede an inch to Mr. Shaw’s 
** right of way ’’ theory. His distinction be- 
tween ‘‘right of way’’ and a “‘ rightof con- 
quest ’’ has no practical effect other than 
to extinguish the rights of small nation- 
alities as against great ones, who alone 
have the power to take a “‘ right of way ”’ 
when it is refused, and afterward to 
turn it into a right of conquest. Ger- 
many’s action was not only a breach of 
her own treaty (only revealed within a 
few hours of its execution), but of Ar- 
ticle I. of The Hague Convention on the 
rights of neutral powers: 


“THE 'THRRITORY OF NEUTRAL 
POWERS IS INVIOLABLE.”’ 


It is not therefore a small thing that 
Germany has ripped clean through the 
whole fabric of The Hague Conventions 
of 1907. Could the American Govern- 
ment, aware of that fact, address herself 
to intervention on the Belgian .question 
without regard to the breaches of inter- 
national law which were perpetrated, 
first, through the orignal German in- 
vasion of Belgium, and then in the con- 
duct of the campaign in that country? 
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and not enforced looks ridiculous. Many 
‘ Englishmen will say that a request to 
the belligerents to evacuate Belgium 
- forthwith would be refused; could not 
be enforced; and would make the asker 
ridiculous. We are, in short, not a 
prayerful nation. But to you it will be 
clear that even the strongest power, or 
even allied group of powers, can have 
its position completely changed by an 
expression of the public opinion of the 
rest of the world. In your clear western 
atmosphere and in your peculiarly re- 
sponsible position as the head centre of 
western democracy, you, when the Euro- 
pean situation became threatening three 
months ago, must have been acutely 
aware of the fact to which Europe was 
so fatally blinded—namely, that the 
simple solution of the difficulty in which 
the menace of the Franco-Russo-British 
Entente placed Germany was for the 
German Emperor to leave his western 
frontier under the safeguard of the 
neighborliness and good faith of Amer- 
ican, British, and French democracy, and 
then await quite calmly any action that 
Russia might take against his country 
on the east. Had he done so, we could 
not have attacked him from behind; and 
had France made such an attack—and it 
is in the extremest degree improbable 
that French public opinion would have 
permitted such a hazardous and unjusti- 
fiable adventure—he would at worst have 
confronted it with the fullest sympathy 
of Britain and the United States, and at 
best with their active assistance. Unhap- 
pily, German Kings do not allow democ- 
racy to interfere in their foreign policy; 
do not believe in neighborliness; and do 
believe in cannon and cannon fodder. The 
Kaiser never dreamed of confiding his 
frontier to you and to the humanity of 
his neighbors. And the diplomatists of 
Europe never thought of that easy and 
right policy, and could not suggest any 
substitute for it, with the hideous result 
which is before you. 
The State of Belgium. 


Now that this mischief has been done, 
and the two European thunderclouds 
have met and are discharging their light- 
nings, it is not for me to meddle with 


the question whether the United States 
should take a side in their warfare as 
far as it concerns themselves alone. But 
I may plead for a perfectly innocent 
neutral State, the State of Belgium, 
which is being ravaged in a horrible man- 
ner by the belligerents. Her surviving 
population is flying into all the neigh- 
boring countries to escape from the in- 
cessant hail of shrapnel and howitzer 
shells from British cannon, French can- 
non, German cannon, and, most tragic 
of all, Belgian cannon; for the Belgian 
Army is being forced to devastate its 
own country in its own defense. 

For this there can be no excuse; and 
at such a horror the rest of the world 
cannot look on in silence without incur- 
ring the guilt of the bystander who wit- 
nesses a crime without even giving the 
alarm. I grant that Belgium, in her ex- 
treme peril, made one mistake. She 
called to her aid the powers of the En- 
tente alone instead of calling on the 
whole world of kindly men. She should 
have called on America, too; and it is 
hard to see how you could in honor have 
disregarded that call. But if Belgium 
says nothing, but only turns her eyes 
dumbly toward you while you look at 
the red ruin in which her villages, her 
heaps of slain, her monuments and treas- 
ures are being hurled by her friends and 
enemies alike, are you any the less bound 
to speak out than if Belgium had asked 
you to send her a million soldiers? 

Not for a moment do I suggest that 
your intervention should be an inter- 
vention on behalf of either the Allies or 
the Entente. If you consider both sides 
equally guilty, we know that you can 
find reasons for that verdict. But Bel- 
gium is innocent; and it is on behalf of 
Belgium that so much of the world as is 
still at peace is waiting for a lead from 
you. No other question need be pre- 
judged. If Germany maintains her claim 
to a right of way through Belgium on a 
matter which she believed (however er- 
roneously) to be one of life and death 
to her as a nation, nobody, not even 
China, now pretends that such rights ~ 
of way have not their place among 


. those common human rights which are su- 
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perior to the more artificial rights of 
nationality. I think, for example, that if 
Russia made a descent on your continent 
under circumstances which made it es- 


sential to the maintenance of your na- 
tional freedom that you should move an 
army through Canada, you would ask our 
leave to do so, and take it by force if we 
did not grant it. You may reasonably 
suspect, even if all our statesmen raise 
a shriek of denial, that we should take 
a similar liberty under similar circum- 
stances in the teeth of all the scraps of 
paper in our Foreign Office dustbin. You 
see, I am frank with you, and fair, I 
hope, to Germany. But a right of way 
is not a right of conquest; and even the 
right of way was not, as the Imperial 
Chancellor imagined, a matter of life 
and death at all, but a militarist hallu- 
cination, and one that has turned out, so 
far, a military mistake. In short, there 
was no such case of overwhelming ne- 
cessity as would have made the denial 
of a right of way to the German Army 
equivalent to a refusal to save German 
independence from destruction, and there- 
fore to an act of war against her, jus- 
tifying a German conquest of Belgium. 
You can therefore leave the abstract 
question of international rights of way 
quite unprejudiced by your action. You 
can leave every question between the 
belligerents fully open, and yet, in the 
common interest of the world, ask Ger- 
many to clear out of Belgium, into 
France or across the. Channel, if she can, 
back home if she can force no other pas- 
sage, but at all events out of Belgium. 
A like request would, of course, be ad- 
dressed to Britain and to France at the 
same time. The technical correctness of 
our diplomatic position as to Belgium 
may be unimpeachable; but as the effect 
of our shells on Belgium is precisely the 
same as that of the German shells, and 
as by fighting on Belgian soil we are 
doing her exactly the same injury that 
we should have done her if the violation 
of her neutrality had been initiated by 
us instead of by Germany, we could not 
decently refuse to fall in with a general 
evacuation, 


A Certain Result of Intervention. 


At all events, your intervention could 
not fail to produce at least the result 
that even if the belligerents refused to 
comply, your request would leave them 
in an entirely new and very unpleasant 
relation to public opinion. No matter 
how powerful a State is, it is not above 
feeling the vast difference between do- 
ing something that nobody condemns and 
something that everybody condemns ex- 
cept the interested parties. : 


That difference alone would be well 
worth your pains. But it is by no means 
a foregone conclusion that a blank re- 
fusal would be persisted in. Germany 
must be aware that the honor of Eng- 
land is now so bound up with the com- 
plete redemption of Belgium from the 
German occupation that to keep Ant- 
werp and Brussels she must take Ports- 
mouth and London. France is no less 
deeply engaged. You can judge better 
than I what chance Germany now has, 
or can persuade herself she has, of ex- 
hausting or overwhelming her western 
enemies without ruining herself in the 
attempt. Whatever else the war and its 
horrors may have done or not done, you 
will agree with me that it has made an 
end of the dreams of military and naval 
steam-rollering in which the whole 
wretched business began. At a cost 
which the conquest of a whole continent 
would hardly justify, these terrible 
armanients and the heroic hosts which 
wield them push one another a few miles 
back and forward in a month, and take 
and retake some miserable village three 
times over in less than a week. Can 
you doubt that though we have lost all 
fear of being beaten, (our darkened 
towns, and the panics of our papers, with 
their endless scares and silly inventions, 
are mere metropolitan hysteria,) we are 
getting very tired of a war in which, 
having now re-established our old mili- 
tary reputation, and taught the Germans 
that there is no future for their empire 
without our friendship and that of 
France, we have nothing more to gain? 
In London and Paris and Berlin nobody 
at present dares say “Sirs, ye are 
brethren; why do ye wrong: one to an- 
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other?”; for the slightest disposition 
_ toward a Christian view of things is 
regarded as a shooting matter in these 
. capitals; but Washington is still privi- 
leged to talk common humanity to the 
nations. 


An Advantage of Aloofness. 


Finally, I may remind you of another 
advantage which your aloofness from the 
conflict gives you. Here, in England and 
in France, men are going to the front 

“every day; their women and children are 
all within earshot; and no man is hard- 
hearted enough to say the worst that 
might be said of what is going on in 
Belgium now. We talk to you of Lou- 
vain and Rheims in the hope of enlisting 
you on our side or prejudicing you 
against the Germans, forgetting how 
sorely you must be tempted to say as 
you look on at what we are doing, “ Well, 
if European literature, as represented by 
the library of Louvain, and European 
religion, as represented by the Cathedral 
of Rheims, have not got us beyond this, 
in God’s name let them perish.” I am 
thinking of other things—of the honest 
Belgians, whom. I have seen nursing 
their wounds, and whom I recognize at 


a glance as plain men, innocent of all 
warlike intentions, trusting to the wis- 
dom and honesty of the rulers and diplo- 
matists who have betrayed them, taken 
from their farms and their businesses to 
destroy and be destroyed for no good 
purpose that might not have been 
achieved better and sooner by neighborly 
means. I am thinking of the authentic 
news that no papers dare publish, not of 
the lies that they all publish to divert 
attention from the truth. In America 
these things can be said without driving 
American mothers and wives mad; here, 
we have to set our teeth and go forward. 
We cannot be just; we cannot see be- 
yond the range of our guns. The roar 
of the shrapne] deafens us; the black 
smoke of the howitzer blinds us; and 
what these do to our bodily senses our 
passions do to our imaginations. For 
justice, we must do as the mediaeval 
cities did—call in a stranger. You are 
not altogether that to us; but you can 
look at all of us impartially. And you 
are the spokesman of Western democ- | 
racy. That is why I appeal to you. 


G. BERNARD SHAW. 


A German Letter to G. Bernard Shaw 


By Herbert Eulenberg. 


The following letter from the noted 
German playwright Eulenberg, whose 
plays of a decided modern tendency 
have been presented extensively im 
Germany and in Vienna, was made 
public by the German Press Bureau of 
New York in October, 1914. 


Bernard Shaw: You have addressed us 
Germans several times of late without 
receiving a reply from us. The reason 
for this was probably the momentary 
bitterness against your country of our 
people’s intellectual representatives. In- 
deed, our best scholars and artists, Ernst 
Haeckel at 81 years, leading the rest, 
stripped themselves during these past 
weeks of all the honors which England 
had apportioned them. Permit me as 
one who had the opportunity to do much 
for the propagation of your dramatic 
works, especially of your finest drama, 
“ Candida,” in Western Germany and in 
Holland, to present as quiet and as 
moderate a retort as is possible. 

Your appeal to intellectual Germany 
we reciprocate with a question to intel- 
lectual England. It is as follows: How 
is it possible for you to :witness your 
country’s present unheard of policy (so 
opposed to culture) without rising as 
one man against it? Do you believe 
that we thinking Germans would ever, 
without saying or doing anything, ob- 
serve an alliance of our Government, 
whose goal was the strengthening of 
imperialism and the subjugation and de- 
struction of a cultured power, such as 
France or England? Never! Among 
your people only a very small number 
of brave scholars protested against this 
criminal alliance of your Government at 
the beginning of the war. You others, 
you poets, painters, and musicians of 
present-day England were silent and per- 
mitted Sir Edward Grey to continue to 
sin against a people related to you by 
blood and intellect. You raised your 
voice a little, Bernard Shaw! But what 


did you propose tc us: “Refrain from 
your militarism, my dear Germans, and 
become again the congenial, complacent 
poets and thinkers, the people of Goethe 
and Beethoven, whom no one hated! 
Then we will surely help you against the 
bad Russians! ” 

Is not this proposal a bit too naive 
for you, Bernard Shaw? We are situated 
in the midst of Russians and Frenchmen, 
who have formed an open alliance against 
us for more than twenty years. Our 
neighbors in the East denounce nothing 
more than us, and our neighbors in the 
West denounce us and plan against us, 
who have for nearly half a century 
evinced nothing but friendliness toward 
them. When such enemies surround us, 
does not your friendly counsel, Bernard 
Shaw, seem as if you said to us: “Just 
let yourself be massacred, Germans! 
Afterward your British cousins will 
vouchsafe you their protection.” 


Germany Not Isolated. 


Do you think that we would carry on 
our militarism and our expensive drilling 
if we lived on an island as you do? We 
would not think of it. We would speedily 
dispatch a blood-thirsty butcher, like your 
Lord Kitchener, from our island to our 
most unhealthy colony. We could not 
even reconcile our worthy Dr. Kar] 
Peters, who had dealt a little unscrupu- 
lously with a few negro women, with our 
conceptions of culture, and had to pass 
him over to you! But the thought shall 
not come to me or to us, as it does to 
your Prime Ministers, to pose as angels 
of light, a fact about which you have 
yourself told your compatriots the bitter 
truth to our great joy. We admit hav- 
ing injured Belgium’s neutrality, but we 
have only done it because of dire neces- 
sity, because we could not otherwise 
reach France and take up the fight 
against two sides forced upon us. Bel- 
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gium’s independence and freedom, which 


is suddenly of the utmost importance to . 


your King and your Ministers, we have 
not touched. Even after the expeditious 
capture of Liége we asked Belgium for 
the second time: “ Let us pass quickly 
through your country. We will make 
good every damage, and will not take 
away a square foot of your country! Do 
destroyers of liberty and Huns and van- 
dals, or whatever other defamatory 
names your English papers now heap 
upon us, who at the time of Beethoven 
and Schopenhauer formed the Areopagus 
of culture, conduct themselves in such a 
way? Does not one of your living spirits 
in England cry aloud at the reprehensible 
alliance which your Government has 
made over your heads with Russia and 
Japan? On the most shameful day in 
English history, on the day when Mon- 
golian Japan gave the German people 
her ultimatum at the instigation of your 
politicians, on this, I repeat it, most 
shameful day in the entire English his- 
tory, I believed that the great dead in 
Westminster Abbey would rise from their 
graves horrified at the shameful deed 
which their grandsons and great-grand- 
sons imposed upon old England. 


The Land of Shakespeare. 


We Germans venerated the old Eng- 
land almost as a fatherland. We have 
recognized, understood, and _ studied 
Shakespeare, whom you, Bernard Shaw, 
so dislike, more than any other people, 
even more than the English nation itself. 
Lord Byron received more benefits from 
Goethe alone than from all of England 
put together. Newton, Darwin, and 
Adam Smith found in Germany their 
best supporters and interpreters. The 
dramatic writers of latter-day England, 
most worthy of mention, from Oscar 
Wilde to you, Galsworthy and Knoblauch, 
are recognized by us and their plays per- 
formed numberless times. We have al- 
ways endeavored to understand the Eng- 
lish character. “Nowhere did we feel 
so much at home as in Germany,” all 
your compatriots will tell you who have 
been guests here. 

In “ gratitude ” for this our merchants 
were persecuted for years by your mer- 


chants, because of a wild hatred for Ger- 
mans, which, by the way, had a most 
disagreeable effect upon the races of 
other colors. In “ gratitude,” with but 
few exceptions which we will not for- 
get, we are now abused and belittled by 
your press before all of Europe and 
America as if we were assassins, vaga- 
bonds, enemies of culture and murderers, 
far worse than the Russians. As thanks 
for that you have entered upon a war 
against us, for which even Sir Edward 
Grey could not at first give a good rea- 
son until the injury of Belgium neu- 
trality luckily came to his assistance. : 


Our people are, therefore, now rightly 
embittered against England because 
through your groundless participation 
you have made more difficult the war 
against Russia and France, for which 
one alone, the Czar of Russia, bears the 
blame. But despite this great bitterness © 


«they would never approve the demolition 


of your country and your nation, be- 
cause of their respect for your great past — 
and your share in the development of 
culture in Europe. You, however, joined 
an alliance as a third great power, whose 
only purpose is our dissolution and de- 
struction. Merely for reasons of justice 
and of moral courage a Pitt, a Burke, a 
Disraeli would have withdrawn their 
participation in such an alliance, which— 
Oh, heroic deed—falls' upon the Germans 
by threes, no, by fours or fives. “Your 
present-day statesmen, wholly unworthy 
of representing a people with your past 
and your inheritance, incite the Mongol- 
ians and blacks against us, your brother 
nation. They steal and permit our small 
and insufficiently protected colonies to 
be stolen and no not care a jot for all 
considerations of Europeans’ culture and 
morals. 
An Unnatural Russian Alliance. 


England, once the home and the refuge 
for all free spirits from the days of the 
Inquisition, from Rousseau until Freili- 
grath and Karl Marx, England has al- 
lied herself with Russia—the prison and 
the horror of all friends of liberty! Hear 
ye, hear ye illustrious dead, who lived 
and struggled for the freedom and the 
greatest possible joy of mankind, and 
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shake in your tombs with disgust and 
with horror! But you living ones, and 
you, Bernard Shaw, the foremost of all 
English artists, do everything in your 
power to break this terrible alliance and 
make it powerless for England. Much 
more lies in the balance for her than is 
understood by your’ present near- 
sighted politicians, who have in mind 
only the momentary advantages. The de- 
struction of the German power is not the 
only thing in question here; no, it con- 
cerns a great part of civilized Europe 
in regard to the suspension of their 
hard-won political liberty; and England, 
the people of the Magna Charta, the first 
free Constitution, can never be a party 
to that. That is why we call to you, 
Bernard Shaw, in the name of Europe, 
and ask you for your voice in the 
struggle. 


It is a splendid thing that this serious 


time has also aroused the poets, the 
thinkers and artists as political and 
diplomatic advisers, and we should not 
let ourselves be crowded out of this pro- 
fession, for which, thanks to our minds, 
we are not less fitted than the high-brow 
Lords and Counts. Men of our guild 
from Thucydides and Herodotus to Pe- 
trarch and Rubens, and our Humboldt and 
your Beaconsfield have ever shown them- 
selves to be good intermediaries and 
peace advocates. And that, believe me, 
Bernard Shaw, is of more importance to 
our peonle, as well as to our Kaiser, who 
for over twenty-five years has avoided 
war like a poison, than all other bloody 
laurels. Here’s to a decent, honorable 
and “eternal” peace. 


HERBERT EULENBERG. 


British Authors Defend England’s War 


One of the most interesting documents 
brought forth about the war was issued Sept. 
17 in London. It was signed by fifty-three 
of the leading British writers. Herewith are 
presented the text of their defense of Eng- 
land and their autograph signatures in 
facsimile. 

The undersigned writers, comprising 
among them men of the most divergent 
political and social views, some of them 
having been for years ardent champions 
of good-will toward Germany, and many 
of them extreme advocates of peace, are 
nevertheless agreed that Great Britain 
could not without dishonor have refused 
to take part in the present war. No one 
can read the full diplomatic correspond- 
ence published in the “ White Paper” 
without seeing that the British represen- 
tatives were throughout laboring whole- 
heartedly to preserve the peace of 
Europe, and that their conciliatory ef- 
forts were cordially received by both 
France and Russia. 

When these efforts failed Great Brit- 
ain had still no direct quarrel with any 


power. She was eventually compelled to 
take up arms because, together with 
France, Germany, and Austria, she had 
solemnly pledged herself to maintain the 
neutrality of Belgium. As soon as dan- 
ger to that neutrality arose she ques- 
tioned both France and Germany as to 
their intentions. France immediately 
renewed her pledge not to violate Bel- 
gian neutrality; Germany refused to 
answer, and soon made all answer need- 
less by her actions. Without even the 
pretense of a grievance against Belgium 
she made war on the weak and unof- 
fending country she had undertaken to 
protect, and has since carried out her in- 
vasion with a calculated and ingenious 
ferocity which has raised questions other 
and no less grave than that of the will- 
ful disregard of treaties. 


When Belgium in her dire need ap- 
pealed to Great Britain to carry out her 
pledge, that country’s course was clear. 
She had either to break faith, letting the 
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sanctity of treaties and the rights of 
small nations count for nothing before 
the threat of naked force, or she had to 
' fight. She did not hesitate, and we trust 
she will not lay down arms till Belgium’s 
integrity is restored and her wrongs re- 
dressed. 


The treaty with Belgium made our 
duty clear, but many of us feel that, 
even if Belgium had not been involved, 
it would have been impossible for Great 
Britain to stand aside while France was 
dragged into war and destroyed. To 
permit the ruin of France would be a 
crime against liberty and civilization. 
Even those of us who question the wis- 
dom of a policy of Continental ententes 
or alliances refuse to see France struck 
down by a foul blow dealt in violation 
of a treaty. 


We observe that various German apol- 
ogists, official and semi-official, admit 
that their country had been false to its 
pledged word, and dwell almost with 
pride on the “frightfulness ” of the ex- 
amples by which it has sought to spread 
terror in Belgium, but they excuse all 
these proceedings by a strange and novel 
plea. German culture and civilization 
are so superior to those of other nations 
that all steps taken to assert them are 
more than justified, and the destiny of 
Germany to be the dominating force in 
Europe and the world is so manifest that 
ordinary rules of morality do not hold in 


her case, but actions are good or bad 
simply as they help or hinder the ac- 
complishment of that destiny. 


These views, inculcated upon the pres- 
ent generation of Germans by many cele- 
brated historians and teachers, seem to us 
both dangerous and insane. Many of us 
have dear friends in Germany, many of 
us regard German culture with the high- 
est respect and gratitude; but we can- 
not admit that any nation has the right 
by brute force to impose its culture upon 
other nations, nor that the iron military 
bureaucracy of Prussia represents a 
higher form of human society than the 
free Constitutions of Western Europe. 


Whatever the world destiny of Ger- 
many may be, we in Great Britain are 
ourselves conscious of a destiny and a 
duty. That destiny and duty, alike for 
us and for all the English-speaking race, 
call upon us to uphold the rule of com- 
mon justice between civilized peoples, to 
defend the rights of small nations, and . 
to maintain the free and law-abiding 
ideals of Western Europe against the 
rule of “Blood and Iron” and the dom- 
ination of the whole Continent by a mili-. 
tary caste. 


For these reasons and others the un- 
dersigned feel bound to support the cause 
of the Allies with all their strength, 
with a full conviction of its righteous- 
ness, and with a deep sense of its vital 
import to the future of the world. 


. 
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WHO’S WHO AMONG THE SIGNERS. 


WILLIAM ARCHER, dramatic critic and 
editor of Ibsen’s works, author of ‘‘ Life 
of Macready,’ ‘‘ Real Conversations,’’ 
“The Great Analysis,’”? and (with Gran- 
ville Barker) ‘‘ A National Theatre.’’ 


Ji. GRANVILLE BARKER, actor, dramatist, 
and manager, shares with his wife man- 
agement of the Kingsway Theatre, Lon- 
don; author of ‘‘ The Voysey Inheritance,’’ 
and (with Laurence Housman) ‘ Pru- 
nella.’’ 


SIR JAMES MATTHEW BARRIE, creator 
of ‘‘Sentimental Tommy” and ‘“ Peter 
Pan,’’ famous for his sympathetic studies 
of Scotch life and his fantastic comedies. 

HILAIRE BELLOC, best known as a writer 
on history, politics, and economics; a 
recognized authority on the French Revo- 
lution. 


ARNOLD BENNETT, author of many popu- 
lar realistic studies of English provincial 
life, including ‘‘ Clayhanger ’’ and ‘‘ Hilda 
Lessways.”’ 


ARTHUR CHRISTOPHER BENSON, chiefly 
known for ‘‘ From a College Window,’’ 
** Beside Still Waters,’’ and other volumes 
of essays. 

EDWARD FREDERIC BENSON, brother of 
the preceding, author of many novels of 
modern life, including ‘* Dodo.’’ 


VERY REV. MONSIGNOR ROBERT HUGH 
BENSON, the youngest of the three fa- 
mous Benson brothers. Besides numerous 
devotional and theological works, Mon- 
signor Benson has written several widely 
appreciated historical novels, 
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LAWRENCE BINYON, author of many 
lyrics and poetic dramas, Assistant 
Keeper in the British Museum, in charge 
of Oriental Prints and Drawings. 


ANDREW CECIL BRADLEY, critic, some- 
time Professor of Poetry at Oxford Uni- 
versity, author of a standard work on 
Shakespeare. 


ROBERT BRIDGES, Poet-Laureate. Promi- 
net as a physician before his poetry 
brought him the high honor he now 
enjoys. 


HALL CAINE, one of the most popular of 
contemporary novelists. 


%. C. CARTON, dramatist, author of ‘‘ Lord 
and Lady Algy’”’ and ‘‘A White Hle- 
phant.”’ 


CHARLES HADDON CHAMBERS, drams- 
tist, author of ‘‘ John a Dreams,”’ part 
author of ‘‘ The Fatal Card.’’ 


GILBERT K. CHESTERTON, -§ essayist, 
novelist, poet; defender of orthodox 
thought by unorthodox methods. 


HUBERT HENRY DAVIES, dramatist, 
author of ‘‘ The Mollusc ’’ and ‘‘ A Single 
Man.”’ 


SIR ARTHUR CONAN DOYLE, creator of 
** Sherlock Holmes.’’ 


HERBERT ALBERT LAURENS FISHER, 
Vice Chancellor of Sheffield University, 
author of ‘‘ The Mediaeval Empire,’’ 
** Napoleon Bonaparte,’’ and other histori- 
cal works. 


JOHN GALSWORTHY, a novelist and dra- 
matist who has come into great promi- 
nence during the last five years, his plays, 
** Strife ’’ and ‘‘ Justice,’’ and his novel, 
*““The Dark Flower,’’ being widely known. 


ANSTEY GUTHRIE, (F. ANSTEY,) author 
of ‘‘The Brass Bottle,’’ ‘‘The Talking 
Horse,’’ and other fantastic and humorous 
tales. 


SIR HENRY RIDER HAGGARD, author of 
many widely read romances, among them 
being ‘‘ She.’’ 


THOMAS HARDY, generally considered to 
be the greatest living English novelist. 


JANE ELLEN HARRISON, sometime Fellow 
and Lecturer at Newnham College, Cam- 
bridge University; writer of many 
standard works on _ elassical religion, 
literature, and life. 


ANTHONY HOPE HAWKINS, (ANTHONY 
HOPE,) author of popular. historical ro- 
mance and sketches of modern society, 
including ‘‘ The Prisoner of Zenda.’’ 


MAURICE HEWLETT, poet and romantic 
novelist, author of ‘‘ Earthworks Out of 
Tuscany ’’ and other mediaeval tales. 


ROBERT HICHENS, novelist, muthor of 
“The Garden of Allah,’’ “ Bella Donna,”’’ 
and other stories. 


JEROME K. JEROME, humorist, famous fer 
“Tdle Thoughts of an Idle Fellow ’’ and 


the ‘‘ Three Men” series, and for his 
play ‘‘The Passing of the Third Floor 
Back.’’ 


HENRY ARTHUR JONES, dramatist, au- 
thor of ‘‘ The Silver King,’’ ‘‘ The Hypo- 
crites,’’ and other plays. 


RUDYARD KIPLING needs no introduction 
to people who read the English language. 


WILLIAM J. LOCKE, author of ‘ The 
Morals of Marcus,’’ ‘‘ Septimus,’’ and 
‘““The Beloved Vagabond,’’ which have 
been made into successful plays. 


EDWARD VERRAL LUCAS, associate edi- 
tor of Punch and editor of several popu- 


~ lar anthologies, author of ‘‘ A Wanderer 


in Holland.’’ 


JOHN WILLIAM MACKAIL, Professor of 
Poetry at Oxford University, author and - 
editor of many volumes dealing with an- 
cient Greek and Roman literature. 


JOHN MASEFIELD, known chiefly for his 
long poems of life among the British poor. 


ALFRED EDWARD WOODLEY MASON, 
writer of romantic novels, of which ‘‘ The 
Four Feathers’’ and ‘‘ The Turnstile ’”’ 
are perhaps the best known, and of 
several popular dramas. 


GILBERT MURRAY, Regius Professor of 
Greek at Oxford University since 1908, 
editor and translator of Greek classics, 
perhaps the greatest Greek scholar now 
living. 


HENRY NEWBOLT, “laureate of the Brit- 
ish Navy,’’ author of ‘‘ Drake’s Drum’ 
and many other songs. 


BARRY PAIN, author of ‘‘ Bliza ’’? and other 
novels and short stories of adventure, of 
many well-known parodies and poems. 

SIR GILBERT PARKER, of Canadian birth, 
poet and author of romantic novels, in- 
cluding ‘‘ The Judgment House,’’ and 
““The Right of Way.’’ 


EDEN PHILLPOTTS, realistic novelist, noted 
for his exact portraits of the English 
rustic, author of ‘‘ Down Dartmoor Way.’’ 


SIR ARTHUR WING PINERO, one of the 
most popular of living dramatists. His 
plays include ‘‘Sweet Lavender’’ and 
“‘“The Second Mrs. Tanqueray.’’ 
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SIR ARTHUR QUILLER-COUCH, Professor 
of English Literature at Cambridge Uni- 
versity, poet, novelist, and writer of short 
stories. 


SIR OWEN SEAMAN, since 1906 editor of 
Punch, writer of parodies and light verse. 


GEORGE R. SIMS, journalist, poet, and 
author of many popular dramas, includ- 
ing ‘‘ The Lights of London,’ ‘‘ Two Lit- 
tle Vagabonds,’’ and ‘‘ Harbour Lights.’’ 


MAY SINCLAIR, writer of novels dealing 
with modern moral problems, ‘‘ The Di- 
vine Fire’’ and ‘‘ The Combined Maze ’’ 
being best known. 


FLORA ANNIE STEEL, author of ‘‘ Tales 
from the Punjab,’’ “On the Face of the 
Waters,’’ ‘‘A Prince of Dreamers,’’ and 
other novels and short stories, most of 
which deal with life in India. 


ALFRED SUTRO, dramatist, author of ‘‘ The 
Walls of Jericho,’’ ‘‘ The Barrier,’’ and 
other plays of modern society.”’ 


GEORGE MACAULAY TREVELYAN, late 
Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge; 
author of ‘‘ England Under the Stuarts,’’ 
and other historical and biographical 
works. 


RT. HON. GEORGE OTTO TREVELYAN, 
historian, biographer of Macaulay, and 
author of a four-volume work on the 
American Revolution. 


HUMPHRY WARD, journalist and author, 
sometime Fellow of Brasenose College, 
editor of several biographical and histori-< 
cal works. 


MARY AS “WARD, (Mrs) =BUMPHRY 
WARD,) best known of contemporary 
women novelists; her first success was 
“Robert Elsmere.’’ 

H. G. WELLS, novelist, author of 
Bungay’’ and ‘‘ Ann Veronica.’’ 

MARGARET L. WOODS, poet; her ‘* Wild 
Justice ’’ and ‘‘ The Invader ’’ have placed 
her in the front rank. 

ISRAEL ZANGWILL, novelist, poet, drama- 
tist, interpreter of the modern Jewish 
spirit. 


** Tono 


.The Fourth of August—Europe at War 


By H. G. Wells. 


Copyright, 1914, by The New York Times Company. 


Europe is at war! 


The monstrous vanity that was begot- 
ten by the easy victories of ’70 and ’71 
has challenged the world, and Germany 
prepares to reap the harvest Bismarck 
sowed. That trampling, drilling foolery 
in the heart of Europe, that has arrested 
civilization and darkened the hopes of 
mankind for forty years. German im- 
perialism, German militarism, has struck 
its inevitable blow. The victory of Ger- 
many will mean the permanent enthrone- 
ment of the War God over all human 
affairs. The defeat of Germany may 
open the way to disarmament and peace 
throughout the earth. 


To those who love peace there can be 
no other hope in the present conflict 
than the defeat,-the utter discrediting 
of the German legend, the ending for 
good and all of the blood and iron super- 
stition, of Krupp, flag-wagging Teutonic 
Kiplingism, and all that criminal, sham 
efficiency that centres in Berlin. Never 
was war so righteous as war against 
Germany now. Never has any State in 
the world so clamored for punishment. 


But be it remembered that Burope’s 
quarrel is with the German State, not 
with the German people; with a system, 
and not with a race. The older tradition 
of Germany is a pacific and civilizing 
tradition. The temperament of the 
mass of German people is kindly, sane, 
and amiable. Disaster to the German 
Army, if it is unaccompanied by any 
such memcrable wrong as dismember- 
ment or intolerable indignity, will mean 
the restoration of the greatest people in 
Europe to the fellowship of Western na- 
tions. ‘The réle of England in this huge 
struggle is plain as daylight. We have 
to fight. If only on account of the Lux- 
emburg outrage, we have to fight. If 


~~ 


we do not fight, England wil) cease to be 
a country to be proud of; it will be a 
dirt-bath to escape from. But it is in- 
conceivable that we should not fight. 
And having fought, then in the hour of 
victory it will be for us to save the lib- 
erated Germans from vindictive treat- 
ment, to’ secure for this great people 
their right, as one united German-speak- 
ing State, to a place in the sun, 


First we have to save ourselves and 
Europe, and then we have to stand be- 
tween German on the one hand and the 
Cossack and revenge on the other. 


For my own part, I do not doubt that 
Germany and Austria are doomed to de- 
feat in this war. It may not be catas- 
trophic defeat, though even that is pos- 
sible, but it is defeat. There is no des- 
tiny in the stars and every sign is false 
if this is not so. 


They have provoked an overwhelming 
combination of enemies. They have un- 
derrated France. They are hampered 
by a bad social and military tradition. 
The German is not naturally a good sol- 
dier; he is orderly and obedient, but he 
is not nimble nor quick-witted; since his 
scle considerable military achievement, 
his not very lengthy march to Paris in 
770 and ’71, the conditions of modern 
warfare have been almost completely 
revolutionized and in a direction that 
subordinates the massed fighting of un- 
intelligent men to the rapid initiative of 
individualized soldiers. And, on the 
other hand, since those years of disas- 
ter, the Frenchman has learned the lesson 
of humility; he is prepared now som- 
brely for a sombre struggle; his is the 
gravity that precedes astonishing victo- 
ries. In the air, in the open field, with 
guns and machines, it is doubtful if any 
one fully realizes the superiority of his 
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quality to the German. This sudden at- 
tack may take him aback for a week or 
so, though I doubt even that, but in the 
end I think he will hold his own; even 
without us he will hold his own, and with 
us then I venture to prophesy that within 
three months from now his tricolor will 
be over the Rhine. And even suppose his 
line gets broken by the first rush. Even 
then I do not see how the Germans are to 
get to Paris or anywhere near Paris. I do 
not see how against the strength of the 
modern defensive and the stinging power 
of an intelligent enemy in retreat, of 
which we had a little foretaste in South 
Africa, the exploit of Sedan can be re- 
peated. A retiring German army, on 
the other hand, will be far less formid- 
able than a retiring French army, be- 
cause it has less “devil” in it, because 
it is made up of men taught to obey in 
masses, because its intelligence is concen- 
_trated in its aristocratic officers, because 
it is dismayed when it breaks ranks. The 
German Army is everything the conscrip- 
tionists dreamed of making our people; it 
is, in fact, an army about twenty years 
behind the requirements of contemporary 
conditions. 


On the eastern frontier the issue is 
more doubtful because of the uncer- 
tainty of Russian things. The peculiar 
military strength of Russia, a strength 
it was not able to display in Manchuria, 
lies in its vast resources of mounted 
men. A set invasion of Prussia may be 
a matter of many weeks, but the raiding 
possibilities in Eastern Germany are 
enormous. It is difficult to guess how 
far the Russian attack will be guided 
by intelligence, and how far Russia will 
blunder, but Russia will have to blunder 
very disastrously indeed before she can 
be put upon the defensive. A Russian 
raid is far more likely to threaten Berlin 
than a German to reach Paris. 


Meanwhile there is the struggle on the 
sea. In that I am prepared for some 
rude shocks. The Germans have de- 
voted an amount of energy to the crea- 
tion of an aggressive navy that would 
have been spent more wisely in consol- 
idating their European position. It is 


probably a thoroughly good navy and 
ship for ship the equal of our own. But 
the same lack of invention, the same 
relative uncreativeness that has kept the © 
German behind the Frenchman in things 
aerial has made him, regardless of his 
shallow seas, follow our lead in naval 
matters, and if we have erred, and I 
believe we have erred, in overrating the 
importance of the big battleship, “the 
German has at least very obligingly 
fallen in with our error. The safest, 
most effective place for the German 
fleet at the present time is the Baltic 
Sea. On this side of the Kiel Canal, 
unless I overrate the powers of the 
waterplane, there is no safe harbor for 
it. If it goes into port anywhere that 
port can be ruined, and the bottled-up 
ships can be destroyed at leisure by 
aerial bombs. So that if they are on 
this side of the Kiel Canal they must 
keep the sea and fight, if we let them, 
before their coal runs short. Battle 
in the open sea in this case is their 
only chance. They will fight against 
odds, and with every prospect of a 
smashing, albeit we shall certainly have 
to pay for that victory in ships and 
men. In the Baltic we shall not be able 
to get at them without the participation 
of Denmark, and they may have a con- 
siderable use against Russia. But in 
the end even there mine and aeroplane 
and destroyer should do their work. 


So I reckon that Germany will be held 
east and west, and that she will get 
her fleet practically destroyed. We 
ought also to be able to sweep her ship- 
ping off the seas, and lower her flag for- 
ever in Africa and Asia and the Pacific. 
All the probabilities, it seems to me, 
point to that. There is no reason why 
Italy should not stick to her present 
neutrality, and there is considerable in- 
ducement close at hand for both. Den- 
mark and Japan to join in, directly they 
are convinced of the failure of the-first 
big rush on the part of Germany. All 
these issues will be more or less def- 
initely decided within the next two or 
three months. By that time I believe 
German imperialism will be shattered; 
and it may be possible to anticipate the 
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end of the armaments phase of Euro- 
pean history. France, Italy, England, 
and all the smaller powers of Europe 
are now pacific countries; Russia, after 
this huge war, will be too exhausted for 
further adventure; a shattered Germany 
will be a revolutionary Germany, as sick 
of uniforms and the imperialist idea as 
France was in 1871, as disillusioned about 


predominance as Bulgaria is today. The 
way will be open at last for all these 
western powers to organize peace. That 
is why I, with my declared horror of 
war, have not signed any of these “ stop- 
the-war”’ appeals and declarations that 
have appeared in the last few days. 
Every sword that is drawn against Ger- 
many now is a sword drawn for peace. 


If the Germans Raid England 


By H. G. Wells. 


From The Times of London, Oct. 31, 1914. 


To the Editor of The [London] Times: 

Sir: At the outset of the war I made a 
suggestion in your columns for the en- 
rollment of all that surplus of manhood 
and patriotic feeling which remains after 
every man available for systematic mili- 
tary operations has been taken. My. 
idea was that comparatively undrilled 
boys and older men, not sound enough 
for campaigning, armed with rifles, able 
to shoot straight with them, and using 
local means of transport, bicycles, cars, 
and so forth, would be a quite effective 
check upon an enemy’s scouting, a dan- 
ger to his supplies, and even a force 
capable of holding up a raiding advance 
—more particularly if that advance was 
poor in horses and artillery, as an over- 
seas raid was likely to be. I suggested, 
too, that the mere enrollment and arm- 
ing of the population would have a 
powerful educational effect in steadying 
and unifying the spirit of our people. 
My proposals were received with what 
seemed even a forced amusement by the 
“experts.” I was told that I knew 
nothing about warfare, and that the Ger- 
mans would not permit us to do any- 
thing of the sort. The Germans, it 
seems, are the authorities in these 
matters, a point I had overlooked. They 


would refuse to recognize men with only 


improvised uniforms, they would shoot 
their prisoners—not that I had proposed 
that my irregulars should become prison- 
ers—and burn the adjacent villages. 
This seemed to be an entirely adequate 
reply from the point of view of the ex- 
pert mind, and I gathered that the proper 
réle for such an able-bodied civilian as 
myself was to keep indoors while the 
invader was about and supply him as 
haughtily as possible with light refresh- 
ments and anything else he chose to 
requisition. I was also reminded that if 
only men like myself had obeyed their 
expert advice and worked in the past for 
national service and the general submis- 
sion of everything to expert military di- 
rection, these troubles would not. have 
arisen. There would have been no sur- 
plus of manhood and everything would 
have gone as smoothly and as well for 
England as—the Press Censorship. 


An Improbable Invasion. 


For a time I was silenced. Under war 
conditions it is always a difficult ques- 
tion to determine how far it is better to 
obey poor, or even bad, directions or to 
criticise them in the hope of getting 
better. But the course of the war since 
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that correspondence and the revival of 
the idea of a raid by your military corre- 
spondent provoke me to return to this 
discussion. Frankly, I do not believe 
in that raid, and I think we play the 
German game in letting our minds dwell 
upon it. I am supposed to be a person 
of feverish imagination, but even by 
lashing my imagination to its ruddiest I 
cannot, in these days of wireless teleg- 
raphy, see a properly equipped German 
force, not even so trivial a handful as 
20,000 of them, getting itself with guns, 
motors, ammunition, and provisions upon 
British soil. I cannot even see a mere 
landing of infantrymen. I believe in that 
raid even less than I do in the sug- 
gested raid of navigables that has dark- 
ened London. I admit the risk of a few 
aeroplane bombs in London, but I do not 
see why people should be subjected to 
danger, darkness, and inconvenience on 
account of that one-in-a-million risk. 
Still, as the trained mind does insist upon 
treating all unenlisted civilians as panic- 
stricken imbeciles and upon frightening 
old ladies and influential people with 
these remote possibilities, and as it is 
likely that these alarms may even lead 
to the retention of troops in England when 
their point of maximum effectiveness is 
manifestly in France, it becomes neces- 
sary to insist upon the ability of our 
civilian population, if only the authorities 
will permit the small amount of organiza- 
tion and preparation needed, to deal 
quite successfully with any raid that in 
an extremity of German “boldness” 
may be attempted. 


And, in the first place, let the expert 
have no illusions as to what we ordinary 
people are going to do if we find German 
soldiers in England one morning. We are 
going to fight. If we cannot fight with 
rifles, we shall fight with shotguns, and 
if we cannot fight according to rules of 
war apparently made by Germans for the 
restraint of British military experts, we 
will fight according to our inner light. 
Many men, and not a few women, will 
turn out to shoot Germans. There will 
be no preventing them after the Belgian 
stories. If the experts attempt any pe- 
dantic interference, we will shoot the 


experts. I know that in this matter I 
speak for so sufficient a number of peo- 
ple that it will be quite useless and hope- 
lessly dangerous and foolish for any ex- 
pert-instructed minority to remain 
“tame.” They will get shot, and their 
houses will be burned according to the 
established German rules and methods 
on our account, so they may just as well 
turn out in. the first place, and get some 
shooting as a consolation in advance for 
their inevitable troubles. And if the 
raiders, cut off by the sea from their sup- 
ports, ill-equipped as they will certainly 
be, and against odds, are so badly ad- 
vised as to try terror-striking reprisals 
on the Belgian pattern, we irregulars 
will, of course, massacre every German 
straggler we can put a gun to. Natural- 
ly. Such a procedure may be sanguinary, 
but it is just the common sense of the 
situation. We shall hang the officers 
and shoot the men. A German raid to 
England will in fact not be fought—it 
will be lynched. War is war, and re- 
prisals and striking terror are games 
that two can play at. This is the latent 
temper of the British countryside, and 
the sooner the authorities take it in hand 
and regularize it the better will be the 
outlook in the remote event of that hy- 
pothetical raid getting home to us. 
Levity is a national characteristic, but 
submissiveness is not. Under sufficient 
provocation the English are capable of 
very dangerous bad temper, and the ex- 
pert is dreaming who thinks of a Ger- 
man expedition moving through an apa- 
thetic Essex, for example, resisted only 
by the official forces trained and in 
training. 

And whatever one may think of the 
possibility of raids, I venture to suggest 
that the time has come when the present 
exclusive specialization of our combatant 
energy upon the production of regulation 
armies should cease. The gathering of 
these will go on anyhow; there are un- 
limited men ready for intelligent direc- 
tion. Now that the shortage of supplies 
and accommodation has been remedied 
the enlistment sluices need only be 
opened again. The rank and file of this 
country is its strength; there is no need, 
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and there never has been any need, for 


press hysterics about recruiting. But 
there is wanted a far more vigorous 
stimulation of the manufacture of ma- 
‘terial—if only experts and rich people 
would turn their minds to that. It is 
the trading and manufacturing class that 
needs goading at the present time. It is 
very satisfactory to send troops to 
France, but in France there are still 
great numbers of able-bodied, trained 
Frenchmen not fully equipped. It is our 
national duty and privilege to be the 
storehouse and arsenal of the Allies. Our 
factories for clothing and material of 
all sorts should be working day and 
night. There is the point to which en- 
thusiasm should be turned. It is just 
as heroic and just as useful to the coun- 
try to kill yourself making belts and 
boots as it is to die in a trench. But 
our organization for the enrollment and 
utilization of people not in the firing line 
is still amazingly unsatisfactory. The 
one convenient alternative to enlistment 
as a combatant at present is hospital 
work. But it is really far more urgent 
to direct enthusiasm and energy now to 
the production of war material. If this 
war does not end, as all the civilized 
world hopes it will end, in the complete 
victory of the Allies, our failure will not 
be through any shortage of men, but 
through a shortage of gear and organiz- 
ing ability. It will not be through a de- 
fault of the people, but through the slack- 
ness of the governing class. 


Arms and Equipment Needed. 


Now so far as the enrollment of us 
goes, of the surplus people who are will- 
ing to be armed and to be used for quasi- 
military work at home, but who are not 
of an age or not of a physique or who are 
already in shop or office serving some 
quite useful purpose at home, we want 
certain very simple things from the au- 
thorities. We want the military status 
that is conferred by a specific enrollment 
and some sort of uniform. We want ac- 
cessible arms. They need not be modern 
service weapons; the rifles of ten years 
ago are quite good enough for the possi- 
ble need we shall have for them. And we 


want to be sure that in the possible event 
of an invasion the Government will have 
the decision to give every man in the 
country a military status by at once re- 
sorting to the levée en masse. Given a 
recognized local organization and some 
advice—it would not take a week of Gen. 
Baden-Powell’s time, for example, to 
produce a special training book for us— 
we could set to work upon our own local 
drill, rifle practice, and exercises, in such 
hours and ways as best suited our local- 
ity. We could also organize the local 
transport, list local supplies, and arrange 
for their removal or destruction if threat- 
ened. Finally, we could set to work to 
convert a number of ordinary cars into 
fighting cars by reconstructing and 
armoring them and exercising crews. 
And having developed a discipline and 
self-respect as a fighting force, we should 
be available not only for fighting work 
at home, in the extremely improbable 
event of a raid, but also for all kinds of 
supplementary purposes, as a reserve of 
motor drivers, as a supply of physically 
exercised and half-trained recruits in the 
events of an extended standard, and as a 
guarantee of national discipline under 
any unexpected stress. Above all, we 
should be relieving the real fighting 
forces of the country for the decisive 
area, which is in France and Belgium 
now and will, I hope, be in Westphalia 
before the Spring. ; 


At present we non-army people are 
doing only a fraction of what we would 
like to do for our country. We are not 
being used. We are made to feel out of 
it, and we watch the not always very 
able proceedings of the military authori- 
ties and the international mischief- 
making of the Censorship with a bitter 
resentment that is restrained only by 
the supreme gravity of the crisis. For 
my own part I entertain three Belgians 
and make a young officer possible by 
supplementing his expenses, and my wife 
knits things. A neighbor, an able-bodied 
man of 42 and an excellent shot, is oc- 
cassionally permitted to carry a recruit 
to Chelmsford. If I try to use my pen 
on behalf of my country abroad, where 
I have a few friends and readers, what I 
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write is exposed to the clumsy editing 
and delays of anonymous and apparently 
irresponsible officials. So practically I 
am doing nothing, and a great number 
of people are doing very little more. The 
authorities are concentrated upon the 
creation of an army numerically vast, 
and for the rest they seem to think that 
the chief function of government is in- 
hibition. Their available energy and 
ability is taxed to the utmost in main- 
taining the fighting line, and it is sheer 
greed for direction that has led to their 


systematic thwarting of civilian co- 
operation. Let me warn them of the 
boredom and irritation they are causing. 
This is a people’s war, a war against 
militarism; it is not a war for the greater 
glory of British diplomatists, officials, 
and people in uniforms. It is our war, 
not their war, and the last thing we in- 
tend to result from it is a permanently 
increased importance for the military 
caste. Yours very sincerely, 
H. G. WELLS. 


Sir Oliver Lodge’s Comment 


To the Editor of The [London] Times: 

Sir: In a strikingly vigorous letter Mr. 
H. G. Wells claims that a nation of which 
every individual prefers death to submis- 
sion is unconquerable and cannot be 
successfully invaded. Ways of hamper- 
ing an army are too numerous, if people 
are willing to run every risk, not only 
for themselves but for those dependent 
on them. 

This may be admitted. And we may 
also agree that the British race would be 
likely to risk everything if the conse- 
quences of carefully engendered hate 
were loosed upon us. But here comes a 
point worthy of consideration. An in- 
vasion of England is, to say the least, 
unlikely; an invasion of Germany may 
soon have to be undertaken. May it not 
add to the difficulties of our troops if a 
policy of “arming every woman, child, 
and cat and dog” is favorably regarded 
by us? Is not such a policy a sort of 
left-handed outcome of the Prussian con- 
tention that even their own unarmed 
civilian populace is contemptible and 
may be slaughtered without mercy if 
military procedure is resisted, or even if 
supplies are not forthcoming? 

It will be difficult, and I hope impos- 


sible, for the Allies to act in accordance 
with this latter view; though the German 
peasantry may have been so fed with 
lies that it will be unable to believe that 
our soldiers can be trusted to behave 
like civilized beings when the time has 
come for a forward march. It is clear 
that riotous license is subversive of dis- 
cipline, and conduces to defeat—as it 
probably has in recent Continental ex- 
perience. For, although ancient warriors 
used to ravage a country, and although 
women have occasionally intervened in 
order to-stop a battle, surely never be- 
fore in the history of the world have 
women and children been forced forward 
in defense of a fighting line! Yet un- 
doubtedly war can be so conducted that 
foes mutually respect each other; in- 
deed, save for the cowardly abomination 
of floating mines, this present war has 


been so conducted at sea. I suggest that 


the fair procedure in case of invasion is 
for each civilian to choose whether to 
be a combatant or not, and to incur the 
danger of an affirmative choice in a 
sufficiently conspicuous and permanent 
manner. I am, Sir, faithfully yours, 


OLIVER LODGE. 
The University, Birmingham, Oct. 31. 


What the German Conscript Thinks 


By Arnold Bennett. 


Copyright, 1914, by The New York Times Company. 


Some hold that this is a war of Prus- 
sian militarism, and not a war of the 
German people. This view has the mer- 
its of kindliness and convenience, Others 
warn us not to be misled by such senti- 
mentalists, and assert that the heart of 
the German people is in the war. The 
point is of importance to us, because the 
work of the conscript in the field must 
be influenced by his private feelings. 
Notwithstanding all drill and sergeant- 
ry, the German Army remains a collec- 
tion of human beings—and human beings 
more learned, if not better educated, 
than our own race! It is not a mere 
fighting machine, despite the efforts of 
its leaders to make it into one. 

Among those who assert that the heart 
- of the German people is in the war are 
impartial and experienced observers who 
have carefully studied Germany for many 
years. For myself, I give little value to 
their evidence. To come at the truth by 
observation about a foreign country is 
immensely, overpoweringly difficult. I 
am a professional observer: I have lived 
in Paris and in the French provinces for 
nine years; I am fairly familiar with 
French literature and very familiar with 
the French language—and I honestly 
would not trust myself to write even a 
shilling handbook about French character 
and life. Nearly all newspapers are con- 
servative; nearly all foreign correspond- 
ents adopt the official or conventional 
point of view; and the pictures of foreign 
life which get into the press are, as a 
rule—shall I say incomplete? 

Even when the honest observer says, 
“These things I saw with my own eyes 
and will vouch for,” I am not convinced 
that he saw enough. An intelligent for- 
eigner with first-class introductions 
might go through England and see with 
his own eyes that England was longing 


for protection, the death of home rule, 
and the repeal of the Insurance act. The 
unfortunate Prince Lichnowsky, after an 
exhaustive inquiry and access to the most 
secret sources of exclusive information 
telegraphed to the Kaiser less than a 
month ago that civil war was an imme- 
diate certainty throughout Ireland. As- 
tounding fatuity? Not at all. English 
observers of England have made, and 
constantly do make, mistakes equally 
prodigious. See Hansard every month. 
So that when I read demonstrations of 
the thesis that the heart of the German 
people is in the war, I am not greatly af- 
fected by them. 


German Heart Is in the War. 


Still, I do myself believe that the heart 
of the German people is in the war, and 
that that heart is governed by two mo- 
tives—the motive of self-defense against 
Russia and the motive of overbearing 
self-aggrandizement. I do not base my 
opinion on phenomena which I have ob- 
served. Beyond an automobile journey 
through Schleswig-Holstein, which was 
formidably tedious, and a yacht journey 
through the Kiel Canal and Kiel Bay, 
which was somewhat impressive, I have 
never traveled in Germany at all. I 
base my opinion on general principles. 
In a highly educated and civilized coun- 
try such as Germany (the word “ civ- 
ilized’”” must soon take on a new signifi- 
cance!) it is impossible that an autoc- 
Tacy, even a military autocracy, could 
exist unrooted in the people. “ Prussian 
militarism” may annoy many Germans, 
but it pleases more than it annoys, and 
there can be few Germans who are not 
flattered by it. That the lower classes 
have an even more tremendous griev- 
ance against the upper classes in Ger- 


many than in England or France is a 
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certitude. But the existence and power 
of the army are their reward, their sole 
reward, for all that they have suffered 
in hardship and humiliation at the hands 
of the autocracy. It is the autocracy’s 
bribe and sweetmeat to them. 

The Germans are a great nation; they 


have admirable qualities, but they have 


also defects, and among their defects is 
a clumsy arrogance, which may be no- 
ticed in any international hotel fre- 
quented by Germans. It is a racial de- 
fect, and to try to limit it to the military 
autocracy is absurd. An educated and 
civilized nation has roughly the Govern- 
ment that it wants and deserves. And 
it has in the end ways of imposing itself 
on its apparent rulers that are more 
effective than the ballot box or the bar- 
ricade, and just as sure. No election 
was needed to prove to the Italian Gov- 
ernment that Italy did not want to fight 
for the Triple Alliance, and would not 
fight for it. The fact was known; it was 
immanent in the air, beyond all argu- 
ments and persuasions. Italy breathed 
a negative, and war was not. So in 
Germany the mass of Germans have for 
years breathed war, and war is. The 
war may be autocratic, dynastic, what 
you will; but it is also national, and it 
symbolizes the national defect. 


How About the Leaders? 


Does the German conscript believe in 
the efficacy of his leaders? I mean when 
he is lying awake and fatigued at night, 
not when he is shouting “Hoch!” or 
watching the demeanor of women in front 
of him. Does no doubt ever lancinate 
him? Again I would answer the question 
from general principles and not from 
observation. The German conscript must 
know what everybody knows—that in 
almost every bully there is a coward. 
And he must know that he is led by 
bullies. He learned that in the barrack 
yard. An enormous number of conscripts 
must also know that there is something 
seriously wrong with a system that for 
the sake of its own existence has killed 
freedom of the press. And the million 
little things that are wrong in the system 
he also knows out of his own daily life as 
a conscript. Further, he must be aware 


that there is a dearth of really great men 
in his system. In the past there were in 
Germany men great enough to mesmerize 
Europe— Bismarck and von Moltke. 
There is none today that appeals to the 
popular imagination as Kitchener does 
in England or Joffre in France. Alone, 
in Germany, the Kaiser has been able to 
achieve a Continental renown. The Kaiser 
has good qualities. But twenty-four 
years ago he committed an act of folly 
and (one may say) “bad form” which 
nothing but results could justify, and 
which results have not justified. What- 
ever his good qualities may be it is an 
absolute certainty that common sense, 
foresight, and mental balance are not 
among them. The conscript feels that, if 
he does not state it clearly to himself. 
And as for the. military organization 
of which the Kaiser is the figurehead, it 
has shown for many years past precisely 
those signs which history teaches us are 
signs of decay. It has not withstood the 
fearful ordeal of success, Just lately, if 
not earlier, the conscript must have felt 
that, too. 


What is the coaciusion? Take the 
average conscript, the member of the 
lower middle class. He is accustomed tv 
think politically, because at least fifty 
out of every hundred of him are professed 
Socialists witn a definite and bitter 
political programme against certain 
manifestations of the autocracy. (It is 
calculated that two-fifths of the entire 
army is Socialist.) He may not argue 
very closely while in the act of war; 
indeed, he could not. But enormous ex- 
perience is accumulated in his subcon- 
sciousness—experience of bullying and 
cowardice, of humiliation, of injustice, 
of lying, and of his own most secret 
shortcomings—for he, too, is somewhat 
of the bully, out for self-aggrandisement 
as well as for self-defense, and his con- 
science privately tells him so.. The or- 
ganization is still colossal, magnificent, 
terrific. In the general fever of activity 
he persuades himself that nothing can 
withstand the organization; but at the 
height of some hand-to-hand crisis, when 
one-hundredth of a dogged grain of ob- 
stinacy will turn the scale, he may re- 
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member an insult from an incompetent 
officer, or the protectionism at home 
which puts meat beyond his purse in 
order to enrich the landowner, or even 
the quite penal legislation of the autoc- 
racy against the co-operative societies 


of the poor, and the memory (in spite of 
him) may decide a battle. Men think of 
odd matters in a battle, and it is a scien- 
tific certainty that, at the supreme pinch, 
the subconscious must react. 


Felix Adler’s Comment 


From The Standard, Oct. 14, 1914. 


Apropos of a recent article by Mr. 
Arnold Bennett, wherein he speaks of 
the resentment which the German sol- 
diers—two-fifths of them Socialists— 
must feel against the bullying discipline 
to which they have been subjected, the 
following reflections are jotted down. 
The reader who is interested in pursuing 
the subject further may profitably con- 
sult a book entitled “‘ Imperial Germany,” 
by Prince von Biilow, which contains 
some penetrating observations on the 
workings of the German mind, as well 
as the chapter on Germany in Alfred 
Fouillée’s notable work, “ Esquisse Psy- 
chologique des Peuples Européens.” 

The precision which characterizes the 
operations of the German military ma- 
chine is due to the German notion of dis- 
cipline. Discipline in Germany is based 
on the peculiar place assigned to the ex- 
pert. Military experts exercise in their 
branch an authority different in degree 
but not in kind from that belonging to 
experts in other departments—strategy, 
tactics, improvements of armament, 
methods of mobilization. The inexpert 
soldier submits to the military expert as 
a person about to undergo a necessary 
operation would submit to a surgeon. It 
is a mistake to suppose that the Ger- 
' mans, a highly intelligent and educated 
people, are being cowed into submission 
by brutal non-commissioned officers. 
Brutality, when it occurs, is looked upon 
as exceptional and incidental to a sys- 
tem on the whole approved. The Ger- 
mans would never tolerate the severe 
discipline to which they are subjected 


did they not willingly submit to it. They 


regard a highly efficient army as neces- 
sary to the safety of the Fatherland, and 
they are willing to leave the responsibil- 
ity for the means of securing efficiency 
to the experts. During the Franco-Ger- 
man war, when a student in the Univer- 
sity of Berlin, I talked with some of the 
brightest of the younger men about their 
military obligations, and I found that 


“they took precisely the view just stated. 


The Pomeranian peasant may submit to 
military dictation in a dull, half-instinc-- 
tive fashion. The flower and élite of 
German intelligence submit to it no less 
—from conviction. 


‘How shall we account for the unique 
predominance of the expert in German. 
life? The explanation would seem to 
lie in the phrase invented by a brilliant 
writer of the last century, “ Deutsch- 
land ist Hamlet” (Germany is Hamlet). 
The Germans are a resolute people—not 
at all, as has been erroneously supposed, 
a nation of dreamers—just as Hamlet, 
according to recent criticism, was essen- 
tially of a resolute character. In the 
days of the Hansa and of the Hohen- 
staufen the Germans cut a great figure 
in oversea commerce and in war. They 
were great doers of deeds. The Germans 
are intensely volitional, but also in- 
tensely intellectual. Hence the native 
hue of resolution has sometimes been 
sicklied 0’er by too much thinking. The 
intellect of the German refuses to sanc- 
tion action until the successive steps to 
be taken have been worked out with log- 
ical accuracy, and a scientific groove, so 
to speak, has been hollowed out along 
which action can proceed, As soon as 
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this is accomplished, the flood of voli- 
tional impulse enters gladly into the 
channel prepared for it and moves on 
in it with irresistible force. Bismarck 
represents the active side, as the eminent 
philosophers of the German people rep- 
resent the side of logical construction. 
The two sides must be taken together to 
understand German history and the 
tendencies prevailing in Germany today. 
Underneath it all, of course, is Ger- 
man sentiment, but of this we need take 
no account in discussing German discip- 
line, except in so far as love for the 
Fatherland enters in to sustain the 
patience of the people under the burden 
of their military establishment. 
Discipline, or the subordination of the 
inexpert to the expert, likewise accounts 
for certain peculiarities of the German 
political parties. Prince von Biilow men- 
tions three examples of supremely effi- 
cient organization—the Prussian Army, 
the Roman Catholic hierachy, and the 
German Social Democracy. There are 
some 4,200 Socialist associations, subject 
to the orders of forty-two district asso- 
ciations, these in turn being ruled by the 
Central Committee. The working of the 
Social Democratic machine is almost flaw- 
less. The discipline, it is said, is iron. 
Again, the conception of Government 
in Germany, unlike that which prevails 
in England, France, or America, is deter- 
mined by the idea of expertness. The 


Government is the political expert par 
excellence. Its business is to study the 
interests of the State as a whole. In all 
matters of economic theory, of finance, 
of administration, of social reform, it 
invokes the advice of specialists. But it 
is itself the supreme political specialist. 
It stands high above all the political par- 
ties. It does not depend for its existence 
on majorities in Parliament. It seeks 
the co-operation of Parliament, but re- 
serves to itself the right of initiative and 
leadership. 

The object of the above remarks is to 
explain, not to justify, and in the face 
of much uninstructed criticism to point 
out the deep sources in the nature of 
the German people from ‘which spring 
the influences that have molded their 
life. The chief objections to their sys- 
tem may be summarized in the state- 
ments, that it takes too little account of 
the value of the inexpert; that it tends 
to suppress latent spontaneity; and, es- 
pecially in the sphere of government, 
that it ascribes to the expert a knowl- 
edge of the needs of the people such as 
no ruling class can ever possess. And it 
overlooks the highest aim of political 
life and activity, which is the education 
of the inexpert to such a point that they 
may become more or less expert in un- 
derstanding and promoting the public 
weal. FELIX ADLER. 
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When : Peace Is Seriously Desired 


By Arnold Bennett. 
From The Daily News of London. 


When peace is seriously desired in any 
quarter, the questions to be discussed by 
the plenipotentaries will fall into three 
groups: 

1. Those which affect all Europe. 


2. Those which chiefly affect Western 
Europe. 


3. Those which chiefly affect Eastern 

Wurope. 

The first group is, of course, the most 
important, both practically and _ senti- 
mentally. And the main question in it 
is the question of Belgium. The original 
cause of the war was Germany’s de- 
liberate and advertised bellicosity, and it 
might be thought that the first aim of 
peace would be by some means to ex- 
tinguish that bellicosity. But relative 
values may change during the progress 
of a war, and the question of Belgium— 
which means the question of the sanction 
of international pledges—now stands 
higher in the general view than the ques- 
tion of disarmament. Germany has out- 
raged the public law of Europe, and she 
has followed up her outrage with a series 
of the most cowardly and wanton crimes. 
She ought to pay, and she ought to apol- 
ogize. Only by German payment and 
German apology can international law be 
vindicated. Germany should pay a sum 
large enough to do everything that 
money can do toward the re-establish- 

-ment of Belgium’s well-being. I have no 
competence to suggest the amount of the 
indemnity. A hundred million pounds 
does not appear to me too large. 

Then the apology. It may be asked: 
Why an apology? Would not an apology 
be implied in the payment of an indem- 
nity? 

It is undeniable that Germany is now 
directed by hysteric stupidity wielding a 
bludgeon. Granted, if you will, that half 
the nation is at heart against the stupid- 
ity and the bludgeon. So much the 


worse for the half. Citizens who have 
not had the wit to get rid of the Prus- 
sian franchise law must accept all the 
consequences of their political ineffec- 
tiveness. The peacemakers will not be 
able to divide Germany into two halves. 


For Potsdam a first-rate spectacular 
effect is needed, and that effect would 
best be produced by a German national 
apology carried by a diplomatic mission 
with ceremony to Brussels and published 
in all German official papers, and em- 
phasized by a procession of Belgian 
troops down Unter den Linden. This 


visible abasement of German arms in 


front of the Socialists of Berlin would be 
an invaluable aid to the breaking of 
military tyranny in Prussia. : 

So much for the Belgium question and 
the sanction of international pledges. 
The other question affecting the whole 
of Europe is the hope of a universal 
limitation of armaments. But there is 
a particular question, touching France, 
which in practice would come before 
that. I mean Alsace-Lorraine. Unless 
Germany conquers Europe, Alsace-Lor- 
raine should be restored to France. A 
profound national sentiment, to which all 
conceivable considerations of expediency 
or ultimate advantage are unimportant, 
demands imperatively the return of the 
plunder. And in the councils of the 
Allies, either alone or with German rep- 
resentatives, the attitude of French 
diplomacy would be: “Is it clear about 
Alsace-Lorraine? If so, we may proceed. 
If not, it’s no use going any further.” 


Question of Armaments. 


We now come to armaments. I have 
seen it suggested that the destruction 
of Essen, Wilhelmshaven, and Heligo- 
land ought to be a condition of peace 
with Germany. Certainly the disappear- 


ance of these phenomena would be a gain 
~T.. 
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to the world. So would the disappear- 
ance of Rosyth and Toulon. It seems to 
me, however, very improbable that their 
destruction or dismantling by interna- 
tional command would occur after hos- 
tilities have ceased, or could usefully so 
occur. If the French Army on its way 


to Berlin can treat the Krupp factory as 
the German Army on its way to Paris 
treated “Rheims Cathedral, well and 
good! In fact, most excellent! And if 
the British Navy can somehow emascu- 
late Wilhelmshaven and Heligoland I 
shall not complain that its behavior has 
been purely doctrinaire. But otherwise 
I see nothing practical in the Essen- 
Wilhelmshaven-Heligoland suggestion. 
Nor in the project for dethroning the 
Kaiser and sending him and his eldest 
son to settle their differences in St. 
Helena! The Kaiser—happily—is not a 
Napoleon, nor has he yet himself ac- 
complished anything big enough or base 
enough to merit Napoleon’s fate. Any 
dethroning that may enliven the gray 
monotony of the post-bellum era at Pots- 
dam should and will be done by the Ger- 
man soldiers themselves. Even in inter- 
national politics it is futile to try to 
meddle in other people’s private affairs. 


Disarmament in Germany can be 
achieved by the exercise of one principle, 
and one principle only. That principle is 
the principle of mutuality. A scheme in 
which every nation will proportionately 
share should be presented to Germany, 
and she should be respectfully but quite 
firmly asked to participate in it. There 
would be no sense in saying to Germany: 
“You must disarm.” The magic words 
would be: “ We are going to disarm, and 
so are you, whether you want to or not.” 
As to the procedure of disarmament— 
whether it shall be slow or fast, whether 
it shall include destruction or be content 
with mere omission to renew, how the 
proportions shall be decided, who shall 
give the signal to begin—here are mat- 
ters which I am without skill or desire 
to discuss. All I know about them is 
that they are horribly complicated, un- 
precedentedly difficult, and bursting with 
danger; and that they will strain the 


wisdom, patience, and ingenuity of the 
negotiators to the very utmost. 


Three Vital Points. 


Compared to disarmament, all remain- 
ing questions whatsoever affecting peace 
are simple and secondary. Indemnities 
for France or Russia, or both, a Polish 
Kingdom, a Balkan United States, the 
precise number of nations into which 
Austria-Hungary is to be shattered, the 
ownership of the east coast of the Adri- 
atic, even the reparation of the infamy 
by which Denmark was robbed of 
Schleswig-Holstein—what are these but 
favorable ground for the art of compro- 
mise? The vital points, at any rate for 
us Westerners, are only three: Bel- 
gium, Alsace-Lorraine, and disarmament. 
* * * Stay, there is another. It is 
vital to Great Britain’s_reputation that 
she should accept nothing—neither in- 
demnity, nor colonies; not a single pound, 
not a single square mile. 


Many persons, I gather, find it hard 
to believe that Prussia will ever admit 
that she is beaten or consent to her 
own humiliation. Naturally her con- 
duct will depend upon the degree to 
which she is beaten. She has admitted 
defeat and swallowed the leek before, 
though it is a long time ago. Mean- 
while she has forgotten, and her op- 
ponents seem to have forgotten also, 
that though her name is Prussia she 
is subject to the limitations of the hu- 
man race. Out of her prodigious score 
off little Denmark, her thrashing of 
Austria—a country which never wins a 
war—and her victory over France, there 
grew a legend that Prussia, and there- 
fore Germany, was not as other nations. 
This legend is contrary to fact. Every 
nation must yield to force—here, in- 
deed, is Germany’s contribution to our 
common knowledge. 


If in July, 1870, it had been prophe- 
sied that France would give up Alsace- 
Lorraine and pay two hundred millions 
to get rid of a foreign army of occupa- 
tion, France would have protested that 
she would fight to the last man and 
to the last franc first. But nations 
don’t do these things. If Germany won 
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the present war and fulfilled her dream 
of establishing an army in this island, 
‘we should yield, and we should submit 
to her terms, we who have never been 
- beaten save by our own colonies—that 
is a scientific certainty. And Germany’s 
terms would not be amusing; in their 
terribleness they would outrun our poor 
Anglo-Saxon imagination. Similarly, if 
Germany is beaten, she will bow the 
head, and to precisely the extent to 
which she is walloped. We need not 
worry about that. Were she recalci- 
trant we need not even murmur in her 
ear: “What would you have extorted 
if you’d won?” A gesture of the still 
uplifted sword would suffice to convince 
her that facts are facts. 


Assuming that the tide turns not 
again, the chances of a thorough, work- 
manlike common sense peace can only be 
imperiled‘ by one thing—the deep desire 
of France and of Belgium for repose and 
recuperation. We in England do not 
know what war is. We have not lived in 
hell. Our plains have not been dev- 
astated, nor our women and children 

. shot, nor our ears deafened by the boom 
of cannon, nor our cathedrals shelled, nor 
our land turned into a vast and bloody 
hospital; and we have not experienced 
the appalling terror and shame of the 
foe’s absolute dominion in our streets 
and lanes. We have suffered; we shall 
suffer; but our suffering is nought and 
less than nought weighed against the 


suffering on the Continent. Why, in the 
midst of a war of unparalleled horror, we 
grumble if a train is late! We can talk 
calmly of fighting Germany to a stand- 
still, even if the job takes two years, and 
it behooves us to talk so, and to prepare 
for the task; and for myself I am con- 
vinced that we could make good the word. 
But France and Belgium will not use that 
tone, if Russia does. Once the German 
armies are across the frontiers, the in- 
stinctive pressure in favor of peace would 
be enormous, and considerations of the 
distant future, of the welfare of our 
descendants and the progress of man- 
kind, would count little in the scale. In 
that moment, if it happily comes, our 
part and Russia’s would be to sustain 
and encourage and salve the supreme 
victims of fate. A tremendous factor in 
our favor would be the exhaustion of 
Germany; and the measure of our power 
and of the fear we inspire is the furious 
intensity of Germany’s anger against our 
inconvenient selves. Without us the war 
could not last beyond the end of this 
year, and the peace would be unsatisfac- 
tory. 

And even with us, insisting on our own 
terms of reconciliation, I do not see how 
it can last over six months more on any- 
thing like the present scale, for the 
Kaiser, despite his kinship with Deity, 
can neither create men nor extract gold 
coins out of an empty hat. Military 
arguments, in Germany as elsewhere, 
hold good only for a certain period. 


Barrie at Bay: Which Was Brown? 


An Interview on the War. 


From The New York Times, Oct. 1, 1914. 


As our reporter entered Sir -James 
Barrie’s hotel room by one door, the 
next door softly closed. “I was alone,” 
writes our reporter. “I sprang into the 
corridor and had just time to see him 
fling himself down the elevator. Then 
I understood what he had meant when he 
said on the telephone that he would be 
ready for me at 10:30. 

I returned thoughtfully to the room, 
where I found myself no longer alone. 
Sir James Barrie’s “man” was there; a 
stolid Londoner, name of Brown, who 
told me he was visiting America for the 
first time. 

“Sir James is very sorry, but has been 
called away,’ he assured me without 
moving a muscle. Then he added: “ But 
this is the pipe,” and he placed a pipe of 
the largest size on the table. 

“The pipe he smokes? ” I asked. 

Brown is evidently a very truthful 
man, for he hesitated. ‘‘ That is the in- 
terview pipe,” he explained. “When we 
decided to come to America, Sir James 
said he would have to be interviewed, 
and that it would be wise to bring some- 
thing with us for the interviewers to 
take notice of. So he told me to buy the 
biggest pipe I could find, and he prac- 
ticed holding it in his mouth in his cabin 
on the way across. He is very pleased 
with the way the gentlemen of the press 
have taken notice of it.” 

“So that is not the pipe he really 
smokes? ” I said, perceiving I was on the 
verge of a grand discovery. “I suppose 
he actually smokes an ordinary small 
pipe.” 

Again Brown hesitated, but again 
truth prevailed. 

“He does not smoke any pipe,” he 
said, “nor cigars, nor cigarettes; he 
never smokes at all; he just puts that 
one in his mouth to help the interview- 
ers.” 


“Tt has the appearance of having been 
smoked,” I pointed out. 

“T blackened it for him,” the faithful 
fellow replied. 

“But he has written a book in praise 
of My Lady Nicotine.” 

“So I have heard,” Brown = said 
guardedly. “I think that was when he 
was hard up and had to write what peo- 
ple wanted; but he never could abide 
smoking himself. Years after he wrote 
the book he read it; he had quite forgot- 
ten it, and he was so attracted by what 
it said about the delights of tobacco that 
he tried a cigarette. But it was no good; 
the mere smell disgusted him.” 


Strange Forgetfulness. 


“Odd that he should forget his own 


book,” I said. 

“He forgets them all,” said Brown. 
“There is this Peter Pan foolishness, for 
instance. I have heard people talking to 
him about that play and mentioning parts 
in it they liked, and he tried to edge 
them off the subject; they think it is 
his shyness, but I know it is because he 
has forgotten the bits they are speaking 
about. Before strangers call on him I 
have seen him reading one of his own 
books hurriedly, so as to be able to talk 
about it if that is their wish. But he gets 
mixed up, and thinks that the little minis- 
ter was married to Wendy.” 

“ Almost looks as if he hadn’t written 
his own works,” I said. 

“ Almost,” Brown admitted uncom- 
fortably. 

I asked a leading question. “ You don’t 
suppose,” I said, “that any. one writes 
them for him? Such things have been. 
You don’t write them for him by any 
chance, just as you blackened the pipe, 
you know? ” 

Brown assured me stolidly that he did 
not. Suddenly, whether to get away 
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from a troublesome subject I cannot say, 
he vouchsafed me a startling piece of 
information. “The German Kaiser was 
on our boat coming across,” he said. 


“Sure? ” I asked, wetting my pencil. 

He told me he had Sir James’s word 
for it. There was on board, it seems, a 
very small, shrunken gentleman with a 
pronounced waist and tiny, turned-up 
mustache, who strutted along the deck 
trying to look fierce and got in the other 
passengers’ way to their annoyance un- 
til Sir James discovered that he was the 
Kaiser Reduced to Life Size. After that 
Sir James liked to sit with him and talk 
to him. 

Sir James is a great admirer of the 
Kaiser, though he has not, like Mr. Car- 
negie, had the pleasure of meeting him 
in society. When he read in the papers 
on arriving here that the Kaiser had 
wept over the destruction of Louvain, he 
told Brown a story. It was of a friend 
who had gone to an oculist to be cured 
of some disease in one eye. Years after- 
ward he heard that the oculist’s son had 
been killed in some Indian war, and he 
called on the oculist to commiserate with 
him. : 

“You cured my eye,” he said to him, 
“and when I read of your loss I wept for 
you, Sir; I wept for you with that eye.” 

“Sir James,” Brown explained, “is of 
a very sympathetic nature, and he 
wondered which eye it was that the 
Kaiser wept with.” 

I asked Brown what his own views 

were about the war, and before replying 
he pulled a paper from his pocket and 
scanned it. “We are strictly neutral,” 
he then replied. 
_ “Tg that what is written on the 
paper?” I asked. He admitted that Sir 
James had written out for him the cor- 
rect replies to possible questions. “ Why 
was he neutral?” I asked, and he again 
found the reply on the piece of paper: 
“ Because it is the President’s wish.” 


Brown Must Be Neutral. 

So anxious, I discovered, is Sir James 
to follow the President’s bidding that he 
has enjoined Brown to be neutral on all 
other subjects besides the war; to ex- 
press no preference on matters of food, 


for instance, and always to eat oysters 
and clams alternately, so that there can 
be no ill-feeling. Also to walk in the 
middle of the streets lest he should seem 
to be favoring either sidewalk, and to be 
very cautious about admitting that one 
building in New York is higher than an- 
other. I assured him that the Woolworth 
Building was the highest, but he replied 
politely, “that he was sure the Presi- 
dent would prefer him to remain neu- 
tral.” I naturally asked if Sir James 
had given him any further instructions 
as to proper behavior in America, and it 
seems that he had done so. They amount, 
I gather, to this, that Americans have 
a sense of humor which they employ, 
when they can, to the visitor’s undoing. 

“When we reach New York,” Sir 
James seems to have told Brown in ef- 
fect, “we shall be met by reporters who 
will pretend that America is eager to be 
instructed by us as to the causes and 
progress of the war; then, if we are fools 
enough to think that America cannot 
make up its mind for itself, we shall fall | 
into the trap and preach to them, and 
all the time they are taking down our 
observations they will be saying to them- 
selves, ‘Pompous asses.’ 

“Tt is a sort of game between us and 
the reporters. Our aim is to make them 
think we are bigger than we are, and 
theirs is to make us smaller than we 
are; and any chance we have of succeed- 
ing is to hold our tongues, while they 
will probably succeed if they make us 
jabber. Above all, oh, Brown, if you 
write to the papers giving your views of 
why we are at war—and if you don’t 
you will be the only person who hasn’t— 
don’t be lured into slinging vulgar abuse 
at our opponents, lest America takes you 
for another university professor.” 

There is, I learned, only one person in 
America about whom it is impossible, 
even in Sir James’s opinion, to preserve 
a neutral attitude. This is the German 
Ambassador, whose splendid work for 
England day by day and in every paper 
and to all reporters cannot, Sir James 
thinks, be too cordially recognized. 
Brown has been told to look upon the 
German Ambasador as England’s great- 
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est asset in America just now, and to 
hope heartily that he will be long spared 
to carry on his admirable work. 


Lastly, it was pleasant to find that 
Brown has not a spark of sympathy with 
those who say that, because Germany has 
destroyed art treasures in Belgium and 
France, the Allies should retaliate with 
similar rudeness if they reach Berlin. 
He holds that if for any reason best 
known to themselves (such as the wish 
for a sunnier location) the Hohenzollerns 
should by and by vacate their present resi- 
dence, a nice villa should be provided for 
them, and that all the ancestral statues 
in the Sieges-Allee should be conveyed 
to it intact, and perhaps put up in the 
back garden. There the Junkers could 


A “Credo” for 


drop in of an evening, on their way home 
from their offices, and chat pleasantly of 
old times. Brown thinks they should be 
allowed to retain all their iron crosses, 
and even given some more, with which, 
after smart use of their pocket combs, 
they would cut no end of a dash among 
the nursemaids. 

As for the pipe, I was informed that 
it had now done its work, and I could 
take it away as a keepsake. I took it, 
but wondered afterward at Brown’s 
thinking he had the right to give it me. 

A disquieting feeling has since come 
over me that perhaps it was Sir James 
I had been interviewing all the time, and 
Brown who had escaped down the ele- 
vator. 


Keeping Faith — 


By John Galsworthy. 


I believe in peace with all my heart. 
I believe that war is outrage—a black 
stain on the humanity and the fame of 
man. I hate militarism and the god of 
force. I would go any length to avoid 
war for material interests, war that 
involved no principles, distrusting pro- 
foundly the common meaning of the 
phrase “ national honor.” 


But I believe there is a national honor 
charged with the future happiness of 
man, that loyalty is due from those liv- 
ing to those that will come after; that 
civilization can only wax and flourish 
in a world where faith is kept; that for 
nations, as for individuals, there are laws 
of duty, whose violation harms the whole 
human race; in sum, that stars of con- 
duct shine for peoples, as for private 
men. 


And so I hold that without tarnishing 
true honor, endangering civilization pres- 
ent and to come, and ruining all hope 
of future tranquillity, my country could 
not have refused to take up arms for 
the defense of Belgium’s outraged neu- 


trality, solemnly guaranteed by herself 
and France. 

I believe, and claim in proof, the trend 
of events and of national character dur- 
ing the last century, that in democracy 
alone lies any coherent hope of pro- 
gressive civilization or any chance of 
lasting peace in Europe, or the world. 

I believe that this democratic princi- 
ple, however imperfectly developed, has 
so worked in France, in England, in the 
United States, that these countries 
are already nearly safe from inclination 
to aggress, or to subdue other nation- 
alities. 

And I believe that while there remain 
autocratic Governments basing them- 
selves on militarism, bitterly hostile to 
the democratic principle, Europe will 
never be free of the surcharge of swollen 
armaments, the nightmare menace of 
wars like this—the paralysis that creeps 
on civilizations which adore the god of 
force. 

And so I hold that, without betrayal of 
trusteeship, without shirking the elemen- 
tary defense of beliefs coiled within its 
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fibre, or beliefs vital to the future wel- 

.fare of all men, my country could not 
stand by and see the triumph of auto- 
, cratic militarism over France, that very 
cradle of democracy. 


I believe that democratic culture 
spreads from west to east, that only by 
maintenance of consolidate democracy in 
Western Europe can democracy ever 
hope to push on and prevail till the East- 
ern powers have also that ideal under 
which alone humanity can flourish. 


And so I hold that my country is jus- 


tified at this juncture in its alliance with 
the autocratic power of Russia, whose 
people will never know freedom till her 
borders are joined to the borders of de- 
mocracy. 

I do not believe that jealous, fright- 
ened jingoism has ever been more than 
the dirty fringe of England’s peace-lov- 
ing temper, and I profess my sacred 
faith that my country has gone to war 
at last, not from fear, not from hope of 
aggrandizement, but because she must— 
for honor, for democracy, and for the 
future of mankind. 


Hard Blows, Not Hard Words 


By Jerome K. Jerome. 


From The London Daily News. 


In one of Shaw’s plays—I think it is 
“Superman ”—one of the characters 
hints, toward the end of the last act, 
that the hero is a gentleman somewhat 
prone to talking. The hero admits it, 
but excuses himself on the ground that 
it is the only way he knows of explain- 
ing his opinions. 


Times of stress and struggle, whether 
individual or national, afford men and 
women other methods of expressing their 
views, and a large number of our citizens 
are, very creditably, taking the present 
opportunity to act instead of shout. 
There are the young fellows who in their 
thousands are pressing around the door 
of the recruiting offices. They are 
throwing up, many of them, good jobs 
for the privilege of drilling for the next 
six months for eight hours a day. Their 
reward will be certain hardship, their 
share of sickness and wounds, the prob- 
ability of lying ten deep in a forgotten 
grave, their chance of glory a name 
printed in small type among a thousand 
others on a War Office report. 


There are the mothers and wives and 
children who are encouraging them to 
_go; to whom their going means semi- 
starvation. 


The old, bent crones whose 


feeble hands will have to grasp again 
the hoe and the scrubbing brush. The 
young women who know only too well 
what is before them—the selling of the 
home just got together; first the easy 
chair and the mirror, and then the bed 
and the mattress; the weary tramping 
of the streets, looking for work. The 
children awestruck and wondering. 
There are the men who are quietly 
going on with their work, doing their 
best with straitened means to keep their 
business going; giving employment; 
getting ready to meet the income tax 
collector, who next year one is inclined 
to expect will be demanding anything 
from half a crown to five shillings in the 
pound. There are others. But there is a 
certain noisy and, to me, particularly 
offensive man (and with him, I am sorry 
to say, one or two women) very much to 
the fore just now with whose services the 
country could very well dispense. He is 
the man who does his fighting with his 
mouth. Unable for reasons of his own 
to get at the foe in the field, he thirsts 
for the blood of the unfortunate unarmed 
and helpless Germans that the fortunes 
of war have left stranded in England. 
He writes to the paper thoughtfully sug- 
gesting plans that have occurred to him 
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_for making their existence more misera- 
ble than it must be. He generally con- 
cludes his letter with a short homily 
directed against the Prussian Military 
Staff for their lack of the higher Chris- 
tian principles. 

He has spies on the brain. Two quite 
harmless English citizens have already 
been shot in consequence of the funk 
this spy mania has created among us. 
The vast majority of Germans in Eng- 
land have come to live in England be- 
cause they dislike Germany. That a 
certain number of spies are among us I 
take to be highly probable. I take it that 
if the Allies know their business a certain 
number of English spies are doing what 
they can for us at great personal risk 
to themselves in Germany. Until the 
German Army has landed on our shores 
German spies can do little or no harm 
to us. The police can be trusted to know 
something about them, and if any are 
caught red-handed the rules of war are 
not likely to be strained for their benefit. 


A Story from the South. 


From a small town in the South of 
England comes a story I can vouch for. 
A couple of Boy Scouts had been set to 
guard the local reservoir. About noon 
one sunny day they remarked the ap- 
proach, somewhat ostentatious, of a 
desperate-looking character. Undoubt- 
edly a German spy! What can he be up 
to! The boys approached him and he 
fled, leaving behind him the damning 
evidence—a tin suggestive of sardines 
and labeled “Poison!” That the gen- 
tleman should have chosen broad day- 
light for his nefarious design, should 
have been careful to label his tin, seemed 
to the good townsfolk under present 
scare conditions proof that they had at 
last discovered the real German spy, full 
of his devilish cunning. The tin was taken 
possession of by the police. And then the 
Sergeant’s little daughter, who happened 
to have had a few lessons in French, sug- 
gested that the word on the tin was 
“Poisson,” and the town now breathes 
again. 

So long as the war continues the spy 
will be among us. I suggest that we 
face the problem of his activities with- 


out blue funk and hysteria. The men 
and women who are shrieking for vi- 
carious vengeance upon all the Germans 
remaining in our midst must remember 
that there are thousands of English 
families at the present moment residing 
in Germany and Austria. The majority 
of them, comparatively poor people, with 
all their belongings around them, were 
unable to get away. I shall, until I re- 
ceive convincing proof to the contrary, 
continue to believe that they are living 
among their German neighbors unmo- 
lested. Even were it not so, I would sug- 
gest our setting the example of human- 
ity rather than our slavishly following 
an example of barbarity. 

We are fighting for an idea—an idea 
of some importance to the generations 
that will come after us. We are fighting 
to teach the Prussian Military Staff that 
other laws have come to stay—laws. su- 
perseding those of Attila the Hun. We 
are fighting to teach the German people 
that, free men with brains to think with, 
they have no right to hand themselves 
over body and soul to their rulers to be 
used as mere devil’s instruments; that 
if they do so they shall pay the penalty, 
and the punishment shall go hard. We 
are fighting to teach the German Nation 
respect for God! Our weapons have got 
to be hard blows, not hard words. We 
are tearing at each other’s throats; it has 
got to be done. It is not a time for 
yelping. 

Jack Johnson as a boxer I respect. The 
thing I do not like about him is his 
habit of gibing and jeering at his op- 
ponent while he is fighting him. It 
isn’t gentlemanly, and it isn’t sporting. 
The soldiers are fighting in grim silence. 
When one of them does talk, it is gen- 
erally to express admiration of German 
bravery. It is our valiant stay-at- 
homes, our valiant clamorers for every- 
body else to enlist but themselves, who 
would have us fight like some~drunken 
fish hag, shrieking and spitting while 
she claws. ; 


Incredible Reports of Atrocities. 


Half of these stories of atrocities I do 
not believe. I remember when I was 


living in Germany at the time of the 
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Boer war the German papers were full 
of accounts of Tommy Atkins’s brutality. 
He spent his leisure time in tossing 
_ babies on bayonets. There were photo- 
graphs of him ‘doing it. Detailed ac- 
counts certified by most creditable wit- 
nesses. Such lies are the stock in trade 
of every tenth-rate journalist, who, care- 
ful not to expose himself to danger, 
slinks about the byways collecting hear- 
say. In every war each side, according 
to the other, is supposed to take a fiend- 


ish pleasure in firing upon hospitals— 


containing always a proportion of their 
own wounded. An account comes to us 
from a correspondent with the Belgian 
Army. He tells us that toward the end 
of the day a regrettable incident oc- 
curred. The Germans were taking off 
their wounded in motor cars. The Bel- 
gian sharpshooters, not noticing the red 
flag in the dusk, kept up a running fire, 
and a large number of the wounded were 
killed. Had the incident been the other 
way about it would have been cited as a 
deliberate piece of villainy on the part of 
the Germans. According to other ac- 
counts, the Germans always go into ac- 
tion with screens of women and children 
before them. The explanation, of course, 
is that a few poor terrified creatures 
are rushing along the road. They get 
between the approaching forces, and I 
expect the bullets that put them out of 
their misery ceme pretty even from both 
sides. 

The men are mad. Mad with fear, mad 
with hate, blinded by excitement. Take 
a mere dog fight. 
have got to be prepared for your own 
dog turning upon you. In war half the 
time the men do not know what they are 
doing. They are little else than wild 
beasts. There was great indignation at 
the dropping of bombs into Antwerp. 
One now hears that a French dirigible 
has been dropping bombs into Luxem- 
bourg—a much more dignified retort. 
War is a grim game. 
club-chair politicians have been clamor- 
ing for it for years past. They thought 
it was all goose-step and bands. 


The truth is bad enough, God knows. 


There is no sense in making things out 


If you interfere you - 


Able editors and - 


worse than they are. When this war is 
over we have got to forget it. To build 
up barriers of hatred that shall stand be- 
tween our children and our foemen’s 
children is a crime against the future. 


These stories of German naval officers 
firing on their wounded sailors in the 
water! They are an insult to our intel- 
ligence. At Louvain fifty of the inhab- 
itants were taken out and shot. On 
Monday the fifty had grown to five hun- 
dred; both numbers vouched for by eye- 
witnesses, “ Dutchmen who would have 
had no interest,’ &c. That the beautiful 
old town has been laid in ashes is un- 
doubted. Some criminal lunatic strutting 
in pipeclay and mustachios was given his 
hour of authority and took the chance of 
his life. If I know anything of the Ger- 
man people it will go hard with him when 
the war is over, if he has not had the 
sense to get killed. But that won’t rear 
again the grand old stones or wipe from 
Germany’s honor the stain of that long 
line of murdered men and women—what- 
ever its actual length may have been. 
War puts a premium on brutality and 
senselessness. Men with the intelligence 
and instincts of an ape suddenly find 
themselves possessed of the powers of a 
god. And we are astonished that they do 
not display thé wisdom of a god! 


There are other stories that have fil- 
tered through to us. There was a dying 
Uhlan who caught a child to his arms 
and kissed him. One would like to be 
able to kiss one’s own child before one 
dies, but failing that—well, after -all, 
there is a sort of family likeness be- 
tween them. The same deep wondering 
eyes, the same—and then the mist grows 
deeper. Perhaps after all it was Baby 
Fritz that he kissed. 

And of a Belgian woman. She had seen 
her two sons killed before her eyes. She 
tells of that and of other horrors. 
Among such, of the German lads she 
had stepped over, their blue eyes quiet 
in death. ‘The passion and the fear and 
the hate cleansed out of them. Just boys 
with their clothes torn—so like boys. 

“They, too, have got mothers, poor 
lads!” is all she says, thinking of them 
lying side by side with her own. 
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When the madness and the folly are 


over, when the tender green is creeping _ 


in and out among the blackened ruins, 
it will be well for us to think of that 
dying Uhlan who had to put up with a 
French baby instead of his own; of that 


Belgian mother to whom the German 
youngsters were just “ poor lads ”—with 
their clothes torn. 

And the savagery and the cruelty and 
the guiltiness that go to the making of 
war we will seek to forget. 


“As They Tested Our Fathers” 


By Rudyard Kipling. 


Following is the text of an address by Mr. 
Kipling to a mass meeting at Brighton, Sept. 
8, 1914: 

Through no fault nor wish of ours 
we are at war with Germany, the power 
which owes its existence to three well- 
thought-out wars; the power which for 
the last twenty years has devoted itself 
to organizing and preparing for this 
war; the power which is now fighting to 
conquer the civilized world. 


For the last two generations the Ger- 
mans in their books, teachers, speeches, 
and schools have been carefully taught 
that nothing less than this world con- 
quest was the oljject of their prepara- 
tions and their sacrifices. They have 
prepared carefully nd _ sacrificed 
greatly. 

We must have men, and men, and 
men, if we with our allies are to check 
the onrush of organized barbarism. 


Have no illusions. We are dealing 
with a strong and magnificently equipped 
enemy, whose avowed aim is our com- 
plete destruction. 

The violation of Belgium, the attack 
on France, and the defense against Rus- 
sia are only steps by the way. The 
Germans’ real objective, as she has al- 


ways told us, is England and England’s 
wealth, trade, and worldwide posses- 
sions. 

If you assume for an instant that that 
attack will be successful, England will 
not be reduced, as some people say, to 
the rank of a second-rate power, but we 
shall cease to exist as a nation. We shall 
become an outlying province of Germany, 
to be administered. with what severity 
German safety and interest require. 

We arm against such a fate. We enter 
into a new life in which all the facts of 
war that we had put behind or forgotten 
for the past hundred years have returned 
to the front and test us as they tested 
our fathers. It will be a long and a hard 
road, beset with difficulties and discour- 
agements, but we tread it together and 
we will tread it together to the end. 

Our petty social divisions and barriers 
have been swept away at the outset of 
our mighty struggle. All the interests of 
our life of six weeks ago are dead. We 
have but one interest now, and that 
touches the naked heart of every man in 
this island and in the empire. 

If we are to win the right for ourselves 
and for freedom to exist on earth, every 
man must offer himself for that service 
and that sacrifice. 


Kipling and “The Truce of the Bear” 


STAUNTON, Va., Sept. 25, 1914.—On Sept. 
5 The Staunton News printed some verses by 
Dr. Charles Minor Blackford, an associate 
cditor, addressed to Rudyard Kipling, calling 
attention to the apparent inconsistency of his 
attitude of distrust of Russia as shown in his 
well-known poem, “ The Truce of the Bear,’ 
and his present advocacy of the alliance be- 
tween Russia and Great Britain. A copy of 
the verses was sent to Mr. Kipling and the 
following reply was received from him: 

Bateman’s Burwash, Sussex. 

Dear Sir: I am much obliged for your 
verses of Sept. 4. “The Truce of the 
Bear,” to which they refer, was written 
sixteen years ago, in 1898. It dealt with 
a situation and a menace which have 
long since passed away, and with issues 
that are now quite dead. 

The present situation, as far as Eng- 
land is concerned, is Germany’s deliber- 
ate disregard of the neutrality of Bel- 
gium, whose integrity Germany as well 
as England guaranteed. She has filled 
Belgium with every sort of horror and 


atrocity, not in the heat of passion, but 
as a part of settled policy of terrorism. 
Her avowed object is the conquest of 
Europe on these lines. 

As you may prove for yourself if you 
will consult her literature of the last 
generation, Germany is the present 
menace, not to Europe alone, but to the 
whole civilized world. If Germany, by 
any means, is victorious you may rest 
assured that it will be a very short time 
before she turns her attention to the 
United States. If you could meet the 
refugees from Belgium flocking into 
England and have the opportunity of 
checking their statements of unimagin- 
able atrocities and barbarities studiously 


“eommitted, you would, I am sure, think 


as seriously on these matters as we do, 
and in .your unpreparedness for modern 
war you would do well to think very 
seriously indeed. Yours truly, 
RUDYARD KIPLING. 


On the Impending Crisis 


By Norman Angell. 


To the Editor of The London Times: 

Sir: A nation’s first duty is to its own 
people. We are asked to intervene in 
the Continental war because unless we 
do so we shall be “ isolated.” The isola- 
tion which will result for us if we keep 
out of this war is that, while other 
nations are torn and weakened by war, 
we shall not be, and by that fact might 
conceivably for a long time be the strong- 
est power in Europe, and, by virtue of 
our strength and isolation, its arbiter, 
perhaps, to useful ends. 

We are told that if we allow Germany 
to become victorious she would be so 
powerful as to threaten our existence by 
the occupation of Belgium, Holland, and 
possibly the North of France. But, as 


your article of today’s date so well points 
out, it was the difficulty which Germany 
found in Alsace-Lorraine which prevent- 
ed her from acting against us during the 
South African War. If one province, 
so largely German in its origin and his- 
tory, could create this embarrassment, 
what trouble will not Germany pile up 
for herself if she should attempt the 
absorption of a Belgium, a Holland, and 
a Normandy? She would have created 
for herself embarrassments compared 
with which Alsace and Poland would be 
a trifle; and Russia, with her 160,000,000, 
would in a year or two be as great a 
menace to her as ever. 

The object and effect of our entering 
into this war would be to insure the vic- 
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tory of Russia and her Slavonic allies. 
Will a dominant Slavonic federation of, 
say, 200,000,000 autocratically governed 
people, with a very rudimentary civiliza- 
tion, but heavily equipped for military 
aggression, be a less dangerous factor in 
Europe than a dominant Germany of 
65,000,000 highly. civilized and mainly 
given to the arts of trade and com- 
merce? 

The last war we fought on the Conti- 
nent was for the purpose of preventing 
the growth of Russia. We are now 
asked to fight one for the purpose of 
promoting it. It is now universally ad- 
mitted that our last Continental war— 
the Crimean war—was- a monstrous 
error and miscalculation. Would this 
intervention be any wiser or likely to 
be better in its results? 


On several occasions Sir Edward Grey 
has solemnly declared that we are not 
bound by any agreement to support 
France, and there is certainly no moral 
obligation on the part of the English 
people so to do. We can best serve 
civilization, Europe—including France— 
and ourselves by remaining the one power 
in Europe that has not yielded to the 
war madness. 


This, I believe, will be found to be the 
firm conviction of the overwhelming ma- 
jority of the English people. 


Yours faithfully, 
NORMAN ANGELL. 


4 Kings Bench Walk, Temple, E. C., 
July 31. 


Why England Came To Be In It 


By Gilbert K. Chesterton. 


Unless we are all mad, there is at the 
back of the most bewildering business a 
story; and if we are all mad, there is no 
such thing as madness. If I set a house 
on fire, it is quite true that I may illumi- 
nate many other people’s weaknesses as 
well as my own. It may be that the 
master of the house was burned because 
he was drunk; it may be that the mis- 
tress of the house was burned because 
she was stingy, and perished arguing 
about the expense of the fire-escape. It 
is, nevertheless, broadly true that they 
both were burned because I set fire to 
their house. That is the story of the 
thing. The mere facts of the story about 
the present European conflagration are 
quite as easy to tell. 


Before we go on to the deeper things 
which make this war the most sincere 
war of human history, it is easy to an- 
swer the question of why England came 
to be in it at all; as one asks how a man 
fell down a coal hole, or failed to keep 
an appointment, Facts are not the whole 


truth. But facts are facts, and in this 
case the facts are few and simple. 


Prussia, France, and England had all 
promised not to invade Belgium, because 
it was the safest way of invading France. 
But Prussia promised that if she might 
break in through her own broken promise 
and ours she would break in and not 
steal. In other words, we were offered 
at the same instant a promise of faith 
in the future and a proposal of perjury 
in the present. 


Those interested in human origins may 
refer to an old Victorian writer of Eng- 
lish, who in the last and most restrained 
of his historical essays wrote of Freder- 
ick the Great, the founder of this un- 
changing Prussian policy. After describ- 
ing how Frederick broke the guarantee 
he had signed on behalf of Maria Theresa 
he then describes how Frederick sought 
to put things straight by a promise that 
was an insult. “If she would but let 
him have Silesia, he would, he said, stand 
by her against any power which should 


try to deprive her of her other dominions; 
as if he was not already bound to stand 
by her, or as if his new promise could 
be of more value than the old one.” That 
passage was written by Macaulay; but 
so far as the mere contemporary facts 
are concerned, it might have been writ- 
ten by me. 


Diplomacy That Might Have Been. 


Upon the immediate logical and legal 
origin of the English interest there can 
be no rational debate. There are some 
things so simple that one can almost 
prove them with plans and diagrams, as 
in Euclid. One could make a kind of 
comic calendar of what would have hap- 
pened to the English diplomatist if he 
had been silenced every time by Prussian 
diplomacy. Suppose we arrange it in 
the form of a kind of diary: 


July 24—Germany invades Belgium. 

July 25—England declares war. 

July 26—Germany promises not to an- 
nex Belgium. 

July 27—England withdraws from the 
war. 

July 28—Germany annexes Belgium. 
England declares war. 

July 29—Germany promises not to an- 
nex France. England withdraws from the 
war. y 

July 30—Germany 
England declares war. 

July 31—Germany promises not to an- 
nex England. 

Aug. 1—England withdraws from the 
war. Germany invades England. 

How long is anybody epected to go on 
with that sort of game, or keep peace at 
that illimitable price? How long must 
we pursue a road in which promises are 
all fetiches in front of us and all frag- 
ments behind us? No; upon the cold facts 
of the final negotiations, as told by any 
of the diplomatists in any of the docu- 
ments, there is no doubt about the story. 
And no doubt about the villain of the 
story. 

These are the last facts, the facts 
which involved England. It is equally 
easy to state the first facts—the facts 
which involved Europe. The Prince who 
practically ruled Austria was shot by 
certain persons whom the Austrian Gov- 
ernment believed to be conspirators from 
Servia. The Austrian Government piled 
up arms and armies, but said not a word 


annexes France. 


WHY ENGLAND CAME TO BE IN IT 


109 


either to Servia, their suspect, or Italy, 
their ally. From the documents it 
would seem that Austria kept everybody 
in the dark, except Prussia. It-is prob- 
ably nearer the truth to say that Prussia 
kept everybody in the dark, including 
Austria. 


The Demands on Servia. 


But all that is what is called opinion, 
belief, conviction, or common sense, and 
we are not dealing with it here. The ob- 
jective fact is that Austria told Servia 
to permit Servian officers to be sus- 
pended by the authority of Austrian of- 
ficers, and told Servia to submit to this 
within forty-eight hours. In other words, 
the Sovereign of Servia was practically 
told to take off not only the laurels 
of two great campaigns, but his own 
lawful and national crown, and to do it 
in a time in which no respectable citi- 
zen is expected to discharge a hotel 
bill. Servia asked for time for arbitra- 
tion—in short, for peace. But Russia 
had already begun to mobilize, and 
Prussia, presuming that Servia might 
thus be rescued, declared war. 


Between these two ends of fact, the 
ultimatum to Servia, the ultimatum to 
Belgium, any one so inclined can, of 
course, talk as if everything were rela- 
tive. If any one asks why the Czar 
should rush to the support of Servia, 
it is easy to ask why the Kaiser should 
rush to the support of Austria. If any 
one say that that the French would at- 
tack the Germans, it is sufficient to an- 
swer that the Germans did attack the 
French. 


There remain, however, two attitudes 
to consider, even perhaps two arguments 
to counter, which can best be considered 
and countered under this general head of 
facts. First of all, there is a curious, 
cloudy sort of argument, much affected 
by the professional rhetoricans of Prus- 
sia, who are sent out to instruct and 
correct the minds of Americans or Scan- 
dinavians. It consists of going into 
convulsions of incredulity and scorn at 
the mention of Russia’s responsibility for 
Servia or England’s responsibility for 
Beigium; and suggesting that, treaty or 


110 THE NEW YORK TIMES CURRENT HISTORY OF THE WAR 


no treaty, frontier or no frontier, Russia 
would be out to slay Teutons or Eng- 
land to steal colonies. 

England Kept Her Contracts. 


Here, as elsewhere, I think the pro- 
fessors dotted all over the Baltic plain 
fail in lucidity and in the power of dis- 
tinguishing ideas. Of course, it is quite 
true that England has material interests 
to defend, and will probably use the op- 
portunity to defend them; or, in other 
words, of course England, like everybody 
else, would be more comfortable if 
Prussia were less predominant. The fact 
remains that we did not do what the Ger- 
mans did. We did not invade Holland to 
seize a naval and commercial advantage; 
and whether they say that we wished to 
do it in our greed or feared to do it in 
our cowardice, the fact remains that we 
did not do it. Unless this common sense 
principle be kept in view, I cannot con- 
ceive how any quarrel can possibly be 
judged. A contract may be made be- 
tween two persons solely for material 
advantages on each side; but the moral 
advantage is still generally supposed to 
lie with the person who keeps the con- 
tract. Surely, it cannot be dishonest to 
be honest—even if honesty is the best 
policy. Imagine the most complex maze 
of indirect motives, and still the man 
who keeps faith for money cannot pos- 
sibly be worse than the man who breaks 
faith for money. 


It will be noted that this ultimate test 
applies in the same way to Servia as to 
Belgium and Britain. The Servians may 
not be a very peaceful people; but on 
the occasion under discussion it was 
certainly they who wanted peace. You 
may choose to think the Serb a sort of 
a born robber; but on this occasion it 
was certainly the Austrian who was try- 
ing to rob. Similarly, you may call Eng- 
land perfidious as a sort of historical 
summary, and declare your private belief 
that Mr. Asquith was vowed from in- 
fancy to the ruin of the German Empire 
—a Hannibal and hater of the eagles. 
But when all is said, it is nonsense to 
call a man perfidious because he keeps 
his promise. It is absurd to complain 
of the sudden treachery of a business 


man in turning up punctually to his ap- 
pointment, or the unfair shock given to 
a creditor by the debtor paying his debts. 

Lastly, there is an attitude not un- 
known in the crisis against which I should 
particularly like to protest. I should 
address my protest especially to those 
lovers and pursuers of peace who, very 
shortsightedly, have occasionally adopted 
it. I mean the attitude which is im- 
patient of these preliminary details about 
who did this or that and whether it was 
right or wrong. They are satisfied with 
saying that an enormous calamity called 
war has been begun by some or all of us, 
and should be ended by some or all of 
us. To these people this preliminary 
chapter about the precise happenings 
must appear not only dry (and it must of 
necessity be the dryest part of the task), 
but essentially needless and barren. I 
wish to tell these people that they are 
wrong; that they are wrong upon all 
principles of human justice and historic 
continuity; but that they are especially 
and supremely wrong upon their own 
principles of arbitration and interna- 
tional peace. 


As to Certain Peace Lovers. 


These sincere and high-minded peace 
lovers are always telling us that citizens 
no longer settle their quarrels by private 
violence, and that nations should no 
longer settle theirs by public violence. 
They are always telling us that we no 
longer fight duels, and need no longer 
wage wars. In short, they perpetually 
base their peace proposals on the fact 
that an ordinary citizen no longer 
avenges himself with an axe. 


But how is he prevented from aveng- 
ing himself with an axe? If he hits his 
neighbor on the head with the kitchen 
chopper what do we do? Do we all join 
hands, like children playing mulberry 
bush, and say: “ We are all responsible 
for this, but let us hope it will not 
spread. Let us hope for the happy, 
happy day when he shall leave off chop- 
ping at the man’s head, and when nobody 
shall ever chop anything forever and 
ever.” Do we say: “Let bygones be 
bygones. Why go back to all the dull 
details with which the business began? 
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Who can tell with what sinister motives 
the man was standing there within reach 
' of the hatchet? ” 


We do not. We keep the peace in pri- 
vate life by asking for the facts of 
provocation and the proper object of 
punishment. We do not go into the dull 
details; we do inquire into the origins; 
we do emphatically inquire who it was 
‘that hit first. In short, we do what I 
have done very briefly in this place. 


Given this, it is indeed true that be- 
hind these facts there are truths—truths 
of a terrible, of a spiritual sort. In 
mere fact the Germanic power has been 


wrong about Servia, wrong about Rus- 
sia, wrong about Belgium, wrong about 
England, wrong about Italy. But there 
was a reason for its being wrong every- 
where, and of that root reason, which 
has moved half the world against it, I 
shall speak later in this series. For that 
is something too omnipresent to be 
proved, too indisputable to be helped by 
detail. It is nothing less than the locat- 
ing, after more than a hundred years of 
recriminations and wrong explanations, 
of the modern European evil—the find- 
ing of the fountain from which poison 
has flowed upon all the nations of the 
earth. 


II. 
Russian or Prussian Barbarism? 


It will hardly be denied that there is 
one lingering doubt in many who rec- 
ognize unavoidable self-defense in the 
instant parry of the English sword and 
who have no great love for the sweep- 
ing sabre of Sadowa and Sedan. That 
doubt is the doubt of whether Russia, as 
compared with Prussia, is sufficiently 


decent and democratic to be the ally of: 


liberal and civilized powers. I take first, 
therefore, this matter of civilization. 

It is vital in a discussion like this that 
we should make sure we are going by 
meanings and not by mere words. It is 
not necessary in any argument to settle 
what a word means or ought to mean. 
But it is necessary in every argument to 
settle what we propose to mean by the 
word. So long as our opponent under- 
stands what is the thing of which we are 
talking, it does not matter to the argu- 
ment whether the word is or is not the one 
he would have chosen. A soldier does not 
say, “ We were ordered to go to Mechlin, 
but I would rather go to Malines.” He 
may discuss the etymology and archaeol- 
ogy of the difference on the march, but 
the point is that he knows where to go. 
So long as we know what a given word is 
to mean in a given discussion, it does not 
even matter if it means something else 
in some other and quite distinct discus- 


sion. We have a perfect right to say 
“that the width of a window comes to 
four feet, even if we instantly and cheer- 
fully change the subject to the larger 
mammals and say that an elephant has 
four feet. The identity of the words 
does not matter, because there is no doubt 
at all about the meanings, because no- 
body is likely to think of an elephant as 
four feet long, or of a window as having 
tusks and a curly trunk. 


Two Meanings of “ Barbarian.” 


It is essential to emphasize this con- 
sciousness of the thing under discus- 
sion in connection with two or_ three 
words that are, as it were, the key- 
words of this war. One of them is the 
word “barbarian.” The Prussians apply: 
it to the Russians, the Russians apply 
it to the Prussians. Both, I think, 
really mean something that really ex- 
ists, name or no name. Both mean dif- 
ferent things. And if we ask what 
these different things are we shall un- 
derstand why England and France pre- 
fer Russia, and consider Prussia the 
really dangerous barbarian of the two. 


To begin with, it goes so much deeper 
even than atrocities; of which, in the 
past, at least, all the three empires of 
Central Europe have partaken pretty 
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equally; as they partook of Poland. An 
English writer, seeking to avert the war 
by warnings against Russian influence, 
said that the flogged backs of Polish 
women stood between us and the Al- 
liance. But not long before the flogging 
of women by an Austrian General led 
to that officer being thrashed in the 
streets of London by Barclay and Perkins 
draymen. And as for the third power, 
the Prussians, it seems clear that they 
have treated Belgian women in a style 
compared with which flogging might be 
called an official formality. 


But, as I say, something much deeper 
than any such recrimination lies behind 
the use of the word on either side. When 
the German Emperor complains of our 
allying ourselves with a barbaric and 
half Oriental power, he is not (I assure 
you) shedding tears over the grave of 
Kosciusko. And when I say (as I do most 
heartily) that the German Emperor is a 
barbarian, I am not merely expressing 
any prejudices I may have against the 
profanation of churches or of children. 
My countrymen and I mean a certain and 
intelligible thing when we call the Prus- 
sians barbarians. It is quite different 
from the thing attributed to Russians; 
and it could not possibly be attributed to 
Russians. It is very important that the 
neutral world should understand what 
this thing is. 


If the German calls the Russian bar- 
barous, he presumably means imperfect- 
ly civilized. There is a certain path 
along which Western nations have pro- 
ceeded in recent times; and it is tenable 
that Russia has not proceeded so far as 
' the others; that she has less of the special 
modern system in science, commerce, ma- 
chinery, travel, or political constitution. 
The Russ plows with an old plow; he 
wears a wild beard; he adores relics; his 
life is as rude and hard as that of a sub- 
ject of Alfred the Great. Therefore, he 
is, in the German sense, a barbarian. 
Poor fellows, like Gorky and Dostoieff- 
sky, have to form their own reflections 
on the scenery, without the assistance of 
large quotations from Schiller on garden 
seats; or inscriptions directing them to 
pause and thank the All-Father for the 


finest view in Hesse-Pumpernickel. The 
Russians, having nothing but their faith, 
their fields, their great courage, and 
their self-governing communes, are quite 
cut off from what is called (in the fash- 
ionable street in Frankfort) the true, the 
beautiful, and the good. There is a real 
sense in which one can call such back- 
wardness barbaric, by comparison with 
the Kaiserstrasse; and in that sense it 
is true of Russia. 


Now we, the French and English, do 
not mean this when we call the Prus- 
sians barbarians If their cities soared 
higher than their flying ships, if their 
trains traveied faster than their bullets, 
we should still call them barbarians. We 
should know exactly what we meant by 
it; and we should know that it is true. 
For we do not mean anything that is an 
imperfect civilization by accident. We 
mean something that is the enemy of 
civilization by design. We mean some- 
thing that is willfully at war with the 
principles by which human society has 
been made possible hitherto. Of course, 
it must be partly civilized even to de- 
stroy civilization. Such ruin could not 
be wrought by the savages that are 
merely undeveloped or inert. You could 
not have even Huns without horses or 
horses without horsemanship. You could 
not have even Danish pirates without 
ships, or ships without seamanship. 


The “ Positive Barbarian.” 


This person, whom I may call the posi- 
tive barbarian, must be rather more 
superficially up to date than what I may 
call the negative barbarian. Alaric was 
an officer in the Roman legions, but for 
all that he destroyed Rome. Nobody 
supposes that Eskimos could have done 
it at all neatly. But (in our meaning) 
barbarism is not a matter of methods 
but of aims. We say that these veneered 
vandals have the perfectly serious aim 
of destroying certain ideas which, as 
they think, the world has outgrown; 
without which, as we think, the world 
will die. 

It is essential that this perilous pecul- 
iarity in the Pruss, or positive barba- 
rian, should be seized. He has what he 
fancies is a new idea, and he is going to 
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apply it to everybody. As a fact, it is 


simply a false generalization, but he is 
really trying to make it general. This 
does not apply to the negative barba- 
rian; it does not apply to the Russian 
or the Servian, even if they are bar- 
barians. If a Russian peasant does beat 
his wife, he does it because his fathers 
did it before him; he is likely to beat 
less rather than more as the past fades 
away. He does not think, as the Prus- 
sian would, that he has made a new 
discovery in physiology in finding that a 
woman is weaker than a man. If a Ser- 
vian does knife his rival without a word, 
he does it because other Servians have 
done it. He may regard it even as piety 
—hbut certainly not as progress. He does 
not think, as the Prussian does, that he 
founds a new school of horology by start- 
ing before the word “Go.” He does not 
think he is in advance of the world in 
militarism—merely because he is behind 
it in morals. 


No; the danger of the Pruss is that he 
is prepared to fight for old errors as if 
they were new truths. He has somehow 
- heard of certain shallow simplifications, 
and imagines that we have never heard 
of them. And, as I have said, his lim- 
ited but very sincere lunacy concen- 
trates chiefly in a desire to destroy two 
ideas, the twin root ideas, of national 
society. The first is the idea of record 
and promise; the second is the idea of 
reciprocity. 

It is plain that the promise, or exten- 
sion of responsibility through time, is 
what chiefly distinguishes us, I will not 
say from savages, but from brutes and 
reptiles. This was noted by the shrewd- 
ness of the Old Testament when it 
summed up the dark, irresponsible enor- 
mity of Leviathan in the words, “ Will 
he make a pact with thee? ” The prom- 
ise, like the wind, is unknown in nature 
and is the first mark of man. Referring 
only to human civilization, it may be 
said with seriousness that in the begin- 
ning was the Word. The vow is to the 
man what the song is to the bird or the 
bark to the dog; his voice, whereby he is 
known. Just as a man who cannot keep 
an appointment is not fit to fight a duel, 


so the man who cannot keep an appoint- 
ment with himself is not sane enough 
even for suicide. It is not easy to men- 
tion anything on which the enormous 
apparatus of human life can be said to 
depend. But if it depends on anything 
it is on this frail cord, flung from the 
forgotten hills of yesterday to the invis- 
ible mountains of tomorrow. On that 
solitary string hangs everything from 
Armageddon to an almanac, from a suc- 
cessful revolution to a return ticket. On 
that solitary string the barbarian is 
hacking heavily with a sabre which is 
fortunately blunt. 


Prussia’s Great Discovery. 


Any. one can see this well enough 
merely by reading the last negotiations 
between London and Berlin. The Prus- 
sians had made a new discovery in in- 
ternational politics—that it may often 
be convenient to make a promise, and 


yet curiously inconvenient to keep it. 


They were charmed, in their simple way, 
with this scientific discovery and desired 
to communicate it to the world. They 
therefore promised England a promise 
on condition that she broke a promise, 
and on the implied condition that the 
new promise might be broken as easily 
as the old one. To the profound aston- 
ishment of Prussia, this reasonable offer 
was refused. I believe that the aston- 
ishment of Prussia was quite sincere. 
That is what I mean when I say that 
the barbarian is trying to cut away that 
cord of honesty and clear record on 
which hangs all that men have made. 


The friends of the German cause have 
complained that Asiatics and Africans 
upon the very verge of savagery have 
been brought against them from India 
and Algiers. And in ordinary circum- 
stances I should sympathize with such a 
complaint made by a European people. 
But the circumstances are not ordinary. 
Here again the quite unique barbarism of 
Prussia goes deeper than what we call 
barbarities. About mere barbarities, it 
is true, the Turco and the Sikh would 
have very good reply to the superior Teu- 
ton. The general and just reason for 
not using non-European tribes against 
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Europeans is that given by Chatham’ 


against the use of the red Indian—that 
such allies might do very diabolical 
things. But the poor Turco might not 
unreasonably ask, after a week-end in 
Belgium, what more diabolical things he 
could do than the highly cultured Ger- 
mans were doing themselves. 


Nevertheless, as I say, the justification 
of any extra-European aid goes deeper 
than by any such details. It rests upon 
the fact that even other civilizations, 
even much lower civilizations, even re- 
mote and repulsive civilizations, depend 
as much as our own on this primary 
principle on which the supermorality of 
Potsdam declares open war. Even sav- 
ages promise things, and respect those 
who keep their promises. Even Orientals 
write things down; and though they 
write them from right to left, they know 
the importance of a scrap of paper. 
Many merchants will tell you that the 
word of the sinister and almost unhuman 
Chinaman is often as good as his bond; 
and it was amid palm trees and Syrian 
pavilions that the great utterance opened 
the tabernacle to him that sweareth to 
his hurt and changeth not. There is 
doubtless a dense labyrinth of duplicity 
in the East; and perhaps more guile in 
the individual Asiatic than in the indi- 
vidual German. But we are not talking 
of the violations of human morality in 
various parts of the world. 


A Fight Against Anarchy. 


We are talking about a new inhuman 
morality which denies altogether the day 
of obligation. The Prussians have been 
told by their literary men that every- 
thing depends upon “mood,” and by 


their politicians that all arrangements 
dissolve before “necessity.” That is the 
importance of the German Chancellor’s 
phrase. He did not allege some special 
excuse in the case of Belgium, which 
might make it seem an exception that 
proved the rule. He distinctly argued, as 
on a principle applicable to other cases, 
that victory was a necessity and honor 
was a scrap of paper. And it is evident 
that the half-educated Prussian imagina- 
tion really cannot get any further than 
this. It cannot see that if everybody’s 
action were entirely incalculable from 
hour to hour, it would not only be the 
end of all promises but the end of all 
projects. 

In not being able to see that, the Ber- 
lin philosopher is really on a lower 
mental level than the Arab who respects 
the salt, or the Brahmin who preserves 
the caste. And in this quarrel we have 
a right to come with scimitars as well 
as sabres, with bows as well as rifles, 
with assegai and tomahawk and boom- 
erang, because there is in all these at 
least a seed of civilization that these 
intellectual anarchists would kill. And 
if they should find us in our last stand 
girt with such strange swords and fol- 
lowing unfamiliar. ensigns and ask us 
for what we fight in so singular a com- 
pany, we shall know what to reply: 
“We fight for the trust and for the 
tryst; for fixed memories and the pos- 
sible meeting of men; for all that makes 
life anything but an uncontrollable 
nightmare. We fight for the long arm 
of honor and remembrance; for all that 
can lift a man above the quicksands of 
his needs and give him the mastery of 
time.” 


Ts 


IIT. 
Disposing of Germany’s Civilizing Mission 


In the last summary I suggested that 
barbarism, as we mean it, is not mere 
ignorance or even mere cruelty. It has 
a more precise sense, and means militant 
hostility to certain necessary human 


ideas. I took the case of the vow or the 
contract which Prussian intellectualism 
would destroy. I urged that the Prussian 
is a spiritual barbarian, because he is not 
bound by his own past, any more than a 
man in a dream. He avows that when 
he promised to respect a frontier on 
Monday he did not foresee what he calls 
- “the necessity ” of not respecting it on 
Tuesday. In short, he is like a child who 
at the end of all reasonable explanations 
and reminders of admitted arrangements 
has no answer except “But I want to.” 


There is another idea in human ar- 
rangements so fundamental as to be for- 
gotten, but now for the first time denied. 
It may be called the idea of reciprocity; 
or, in better English, of give and take. 
The Prussian appears to be quite intel- 
lectually incapable of this thought. He 
cannot, I think, conceive the idea that is 
the foundation of all comedy—that in the 
eyes of the other man he is only the 
other man. And if we carry this clue 
through the institutions of Prussianized 
Germany we shall find how curiously his 
mind has been limited in the matter. The 
German differs from other patriots in 
the inability to understand patriotism. 
Other European peoples pity the Poles 
or the Welsh for their violated borders, 
but Germans only pity themselves. They 
might take forcible possession of the 
Severn or the Danube, of the Thames or 
the Tiber, of the Garry or the Garonne— 
and they would still be singing sadly 
about how fast and true stands the watch 
on the Rhine and what a shame it would 
be if any one took their own little river 
away from them. That is what I mean 


by not being reciprocal; and you will 


find it in all that they do, as in all that 
is done by savages. 
“Laughs When He Hurts You.” 


Here again it is very necessary to 
avoid confusing this soul of the savage 
with mere savagery in the sense of bru- 
tality or butchery, in which the Greeks, 
the French, and all the most civilized 
nations have indulged in hours of ab- 
normal panic or revenge. Accusations 
of cruelty are generally mutual. But it 
is the point about the Prussian that with 
him nothing is mutual. The definition 
of the true savage does not concern itself 
even with how much more he hurts 
strangers or captives than do the other 
tribes of men. The definition of the true 
savage is that he laughs when he hurts 
you and howls when you hurt him. This 
extraordinary inequality in the mind is 
in every act and word that comes from 
Berlin. : 

For instance, no man of the world be- 
lieves all he sees in the newspapers, and 
no journalist believes a quarter of it. 
We should therefore be quite ready in 
the ordinary way to take a great deal 
off the tales of German atrocities; to 
doubt this story or deny that. But there 
is one thing that we cannot doubt or 
deny—the seal and authority of the 
Emperor. In the imperial proclamation 
the fact that certain “frightful” things 
have been done is admitted and justified 
on the ground of their frightfulness. It 
was a military necessity to terrify the 
peaceful populations with something 
that was not civilized, something that 
was hardly human. 


“Howls When You Hurt Him.” 


Very well. That is an intelligible pol- 
icy; and in that sense an intelligible ar- 
gument. An army endangered by for- 
eigners may do the most frightful 
things. But then we turn the next page 
of the Kaiser’s public diary, and we find 
him writing to the President of the 
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United States to complain that the Eng- 
lish are using dumdum bullets and vio- 
lating various regulations of The Hague 
Conference. I pass for the present the 
question of whether there is a word of 
truth in these charges. I am content to 
gaze rapturously at the blinking eyes 
of the true, or positive, barbarian. I 
suppose he would be quite puzzled if 
we said that violating The Hague Con- 
ference was “a military necessity ” to 
us; or that the rules of the conference 
were only a scrap of paper. He would 
be quite pained if we said that dumdum 
bullets “by their very frightfulness ” 
would be very useful to keep conquered 
Germans in order. Do what he will, he 


cannot get outside the idea that he, be-— 


cause he is he and not you, is free to 
break the law and also to appeal to the 
law. It is said that the Prussian offi- 
cers play at a game called Kriegspiel, 
or the war game. But in truth they 
could not play at any game, for the es- 
sence of every game is that the rules 
are the same on both sides. 

But, taking every German institution 
in turn, the case is the same; and it is 
not a case of mere bloodshed or military 
bravado. The duel, for example, can 
legitimately be called a barbaric thing, 
but the word is here used in another 
sense. There are duels in Germany; but 
so there are in France, Italy, Belgium, 
Spain; indeed, there are duels wherever 
there are dentists, newspapers, Turkish 
baths, time tables, and all the curses of 
civilization—except in England and a cor- 
ner of America. You may happen to 
regard the duel as a historic relic of the 
more barbaric States on which these 
modern States were built. It might 
equally well be maintained that the duel 
is everywhere the sign of high civilization, 
being the sign of its more delicate sense 
of honor, its more vulnerable vanity, or 
its greater dread of social disrepute. But 
whichever of the two views you take, 
you must concede that the essence of the 
duel is an armed equality. I should not, 
therefore, apply the word barbaric, as I 
am using it, to the duels of German offi- 
cers, or even the broadsword combats 
that are conventional among the German 


students. I do not see why a young 
Prussian should not have scars all over 
his face if he likes them; nay, they are 
often the redeeming points of interest 
on an otherwise somewhat unenlighten- 
ing countenance. The duel may be de- 
fended; the sham duel may be defended. 


The One-Sided Prussian Duel. 


What cannot be defended is something 
really peculiar to Prussia, of which we 
hear numberless stories, some of them 
certainly true. It might be called the 
one-sided duel. I mean the idea that 
there is some sort of dignity in drawing 


the sword upon a man who has not got a_ 


sword—a waiter, or a shop assistant, or 
even a schoolboy. One of the officers of 
the Kaiser in the affair at Zabern was 
found industriously hacking at a cripple. 
In all these matters I would avoid senti- 
ment. We must not lose our tempers at 
the mere cruelty of the thing, but pursue 
the strict psychological distinction. 
Others besides German soldiers have 
slain the defenseless, for loot or lust or 
private malice, like any other murderer. 
The point is that nowhere else but in 
Prussian Germany is any theory of honor 
mixed up with such things, any more 
than with poisoning or picking pockets. 
No French, English, Italian, or Amer- 
ican gentleman would think he had in 
some way cleared his own character by 
sticking his sabre through some ridicu- 
lous greengrocer who had nothing in his 
hand but a cucumber. It would seem as 
if the word which is translated from the 
German as “honor” must really mean 
something quite different in German. It 
seems to mean something more like what 
we should call “ prestige.” 


Absence of the Reciprocal Idea. 


The fundamental fact, however, is the 
absence of the reciprocal idea. The 
Prussian is not sufficiently civilized for 
the duel. Even when he crosses swords 
with us his thoughts are not as our 
thoughts; when we both glorify war we 
are glorifying different things. Our 
medals are wrought like his, but they do 
not mean the same thing; our regiments 
are cheered as his are, but the thought 
in the heart is not the same; the Iron 
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Cross is on the bosom of his King, but 
it is not the sign of our God. For we, 
alas! follow our God with many relapses 
‘and self-contradictions, but he follows 
his very consistently. Through all the 
things that we have examined, the view 
of national boundaries, the view of mili- 
tary methods, the view of personal 
honor and self-defense, there runs in 
their case something of an atrocious 
simplicity; something too simple for us 
to understand; the idea that glory con- 
sists in holding the steel, and not in 
facing it. 


If further examples were necessary it 
would be easy to give hundreds of them. 
Let us leave, for the moment, the rela- 
tions between man and man in the thing 
called the duel. Let us take the rela- 
tion between man and woman, in that 
immortal duel which we call a marriage. 
Here again we shall find that other 
Christian civilizations aim at some kind 
of equality, even if the balance be irra- 
tional or dangerous. Thus, the two ex- 
tremes of the treatment of women might 
be represented by what are called the 
respectable classes in America and in 
France. In America they choose the 
risk of comradeship, in France the com- 
pensation of courtesy. In America it 
is practically possible for any young 
gentleman to take any young lady for 
what he calls (I deeply regret to say) a 
joy ride; but at least the man goes with 
the woman as much as the woman with 
the man. In France the young woman 
is protected like a nun while she is un- 
married; but when she is a mother she 
is really a holy woman; and when she 
is a grandmother she is a holy terror. 


By both extremes the woman gets 
something back out of life. There is 
only one place where she gets little or 
nothing back, and that is the north of 
Germany. France and America aim 
alike at equality; America by similarity, 
France by dissimilarity. But North Ger- 
many does definitely aim at inequality. 
The woman stands up with no more 
irritation than a butler; the man sits 
down with no more embarrassment than 
a guest. This is the cool affirmation of 
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inferiority, as in the case of the sabre 
and the tradesmen. “Thou goest with 
women; forget not thy whip,” said Nie- 
tzsche. It will be observed that he does 
not say “poker,” which might come 
more naturally to the mind of a more 
common or Christian wife-beater. But, 
then, a poker is a part of domesticity, 
and might be used by the wife as well 
as the husband. In fact, it often is. The 
sword and the whip are the weapons of 
a privileged caste. 


Pass from the closest of all differences, 
that between husband and wife, to the 
most distant of all differences, that of 
the remote and unrelated races who have 
seldom seen each other’s faces, and never 
been tinged with each other’s blood. Here 
we still find the same unvarying Prus- 
sian principle. Any European might feel 
a genuine fear of the Yellow Peril, and 
many Englishmen, Frenchmen, and Rus- 
sians have felt and expressed it. Many 
might say, and have said, that the 
heathen Chinee is very heathen indeed; 
that if he ever advances against us he 
will trample and torture and utterly de- 
stroy, in a way that Eastern people do, 
but Western people do not. Nor do I 
doubt the German Emperor’s sincerity 
when he sought to point out to us how 
abnormal and abominable such a night- 
mare campaign would be, supposing that 
it could come. 

But now comes the comic irony, which 
never fails to follow on the attempt of 
the Prussian to be philosophic. For 
the Kaiser, after explaining to his 
troops how important it was to avoid 
Eastern barbarism, instantly com- 
manded them to become Eastern bar- 
barians. He told them, in so many 
words, to be Huns, and leave nothing 
living or standing behind them. In 
fact, he frankly offered a new army 
corps of aboriginal Tartars to the Far 
East, within such time as it may take 
a bewildered Hanoverian to turn into 
a Tartar. Any one who has the painful 
habit of personal thought will perceive 
here at once the non-reciprocal principle 
again. Boiled down to its bones of logic, 
it means simply this: “I am a German 
and you are a Chinaman. Therefore, I 
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being a German, have a right to be a 
Chinaman. But you have no right to be 
2 Chinaman, because you are only a 
Chinaman.” This is probably the high- 
est point to which the German culture 
has risen. 


“The Principle of Being Unprincipled.” 


The principle here neglected, which 
may be called mutuality by those who 
misunderstand and dislike the word 
equality, does not offer so clear a dis- 
tinction between the Prussian and the 
other peoples as did the first Prussian 
principle of an infinite and destructive 
opportunism; or, in other words, the 
principle of being unprincipled. Nor 
upon this second can one take up so 
obvious a position touching the other 
civilizations or semi-civilizations of the 
world. Some idea of oath and bond 
there is in the rudest tribes, in the 
darkest continents. But it might be 
maintained, of the more delicate and 
imaginative element of reciprocity, that 
a cannibal in Borneo’ understands 
it almost as little as a professor 
in Berlin. A narrow and one-sided 
seriousness is the fault of barbarians 
all over the world. This may have been 
the meaning, fer aught I know, of the 
one eye of the Cyclops; that the bar- 
barian cannot see around things or look 
at them from two points of view, and 
thus becomes a blind beast and an eater 
of men. Certainly there can be no better 
summary of the savage than this, which, 
as we have seen, unfits him for the duel. 
He is the man who cannot love—no, nor 
even hate—-his neighbor as himself. 

But this quality in Prussia does have 
one effect which has reference to the 
same question of the lower civilizations. 
It disposes once and for all at least of 
the civilizing mission of Germany. Evi- 
dently the Germans are the last people 
in the world to be trusted with the task. 
They are as short-sighted morally as 
physically. What is their sophism of 
“necessity ” but an inability to imagine 
tomorrow morning? What is their non- 
reciprocity but an inability to imagine, 
not a god or devil, but merely another 
man? Are these to judge mankind? 
Men of two tribes in Africa not only 


know that they are all men but can un- 
derstand that they are all black men. In 
this they are quite seriously in advance 
of the intellectual Prussian, who cannot 
be got to see that we are all white men. 
The ordinary eye is unable to perceive in 
the Northeast Teuton anything that 
marks him out especially from the more 
colorless classes of the rest of Aryan 
mankind. He is simply a white man, 
with a tendency to the gray or the drab. 
Yet he will explain in serious official 
documents that the difference between 
him and us is a difference between “ the 
master race and the inferior race.” 


How to Know “The Master Race.” 


The collapse of German philosophy 
always occurs at the beginning rather 
than the end of an argument, and the 
difficulty here is that there is no way 
of testing which is a master race except 
by asking which is your own race. If 
you cannot find out, (as is usually the 
case,) you fall back on the absurd occu- 
pation of writing history about prehis- 
toric times. But I suggest quite serious- 
ly that if the Germans can give their 
philosophy to the Hottentots there is no 
reason why they should not give their 
sense of superiority to the Hottentots. 
If they can see such fine shades between 
the Goth and the Gaul, there is no reason 
why similar shades should not lift the 
savage above other savages; why any 
Ojibway should not discover that he is 
one tint redder than the Dakotas, or any 
nigger in the Kameruns say he is not so 
black as he is painted. For this prin- 
ciple of a quite unproved racial suprem- 
acy is the last and worst of the re- 
fusals of reciprocity. The Prussian calls 
all men to admire the beauty of his large 
blue eyes. If they do, it is because they 
have inferior eyes; if they don’t, it is be- 
cause they have no eyes. 


Wherever the most miserable remnant 
of our race, astray and dried up in 
deserts or buried forever under the fall 
of bad civilization, has some feeble 
memory that men are men, that bargains 
are bargains, that there are two sides to 
a question, or even that it takes two to 
make a quarrel—that remnant has the 
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right to assist the New Culture, to the 
knife and club and the splintered stone. 
For the Prussian begins all his culture 
by that act which is the destruction of 
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all creative thought and constructive ac- 
tion. He breaks that mirror in the mind 
in which a man can see the face of his 
friend or foe. 


IV. 
‘Russia Less Despotic Than Prussia 


The German Emperor has reproached 
this country (England) with allying it- 
self with “barbaric and semi-Oriental 
power.” We have already considered in 
what sense we use the word barbaric; it 
is in the sense of one who is hostile to 
civilization, not one who is insufficient 
in it. But when we pass from the idea 
of the barbaric to the idea of the Ori- 
ental, the case is even more curious. 
There is nothing particularly Tartar in 
Russian affairs, except the fact that 
Russia expelled the Tartars. The East- 
ern invader occupied and crushed the 
country for many years; but that js 
equally true of Greece, of Spain, and 
even of Austria. If Russia has suffered 
from the East, she has suffered in order 
to resist it; and it is rather hard that 
the very miracle of her escape should 
make a mystery about her origin. Jonah 
may or may not have been three 
days inside a fish; but that does not 
make him a merman. And in all the 
other cases of European nations who 
escaped the menstrous captivity, we do 
admit the purity and continuity of the 
European type. We consider the old 
Eastern rule as a wound, but not as a 
stain. Copper-colored men out of Africa 
overruled for centuries the religion and 
patriotism of Spaniards. Yet I have 
never heard that “ Don Quixote” was an 
African fable on the lines of “Uncle 
Remus.” I have never heard that the 
heavy black in the pictures of Velasquez 
was due to a negro ancestry. In the case 
of Spain, which is close to us, we can 
recognize the resurrection of a Christian 
and cultured nation after its age of 
bondage. But Russia is rather remote; 
and those to whom nations are but names 
in newspapers can really fancy, like Mr. 
Baring’s friend, that all Russian 


churches are “mosques.” Yet the land 
of Turgenev is not a wilderness of 
fakirs; and even the fanatical Russian 
is as proud of being different from the 
Mongol as the fanatical Spaniard was 
proud of being different from the Moor. 
“Scratch a Russian.” 

The town of Reading, as it exists, of- 
fers few opportunities for piracy on the 
high seas; yet it was the camp of the 
pirates in Alfred’s days. I should think 


it hard to call the people of Berkshire 


half Danish merely because they drove 
out the Danes. In short, some tem- 
porary submergence under the savage ~ 
flood was the fate of many of the most 
civilized States of Christendom, and it 
is quite ridiculous to argue that Russia, 
which wrestled hardest, must have re- 
covered least. Everywhere, doubtless, 
the East spread a sort of enamel over 
the conquered countries; but everywhere 
the enamel cracked. Actual history, in 
fact, is exactly opposite to the cheap 
proverb invented against the Muscovite. 
It is not true to say, “ Scratch a Russian 
and you find a Tartar.” In the dark- 
est hour of the barbaric dominion it was 
truer to say, “Scratch a Tartar and you 
find a Russian.” It was the civilization 
that survived under all the barbarism. 
This vital romance of Russia, this revo- 
lution against Asia, can be proved in 
pure fact; not only from the almost su- 
perhuman activity of Russia during the 
struggle, but also (which is much rarer 
as human history goes) by her quite con- 
sistent conduct since. She is the only 
great nation which has really expelled 
the Mongol from her country and contin- 
ued to protest against presence of the 
Mongol in her continent. Knowing what 
he had been in Russia, she knew what 
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he would be in Europe. In this she pur- 
sued a logical line of thought, which was, 
if anything, too unsympathetic with the 
energies and religions of the East. Ev- 
ery other country, one may say, has been 
an ally of the Turk—that is, of the Mon- 
gol and the Moslem. The French played 
them as pieces against Austria; the Eng- 
lish warmly supported them under the 
Palmerston régime; even the young Ital- 
ians sent troops to the Crimea; and of 
Russia and her Austrian vassal it is now- 
adays needless to speak. For good or 
evil, it is the fact of history that Russia 
is the only power in Europe that has 
never supported the Crescent against the 
Cross. Z 

That doubtless will appear an unim- 
portant matter, but it may become im- 
portant under certain peculiar conditions. 
Suppose, for the sake of argument, that 
there were a powerful Prince in Europe 
who had gone ostentatiously out of his 
way to pay reverence to the remains of 
the Tartar, Mongol, and Moslem left as 
an outpost in Europe. Suppose there 
were a Christian Emperor who could not 
even go to the tomb of the cruci- 
fied without pausing to congratulate 
the last and living crucifier. If there 
were an Emperor who gave guns and 
guides and maps and drill instructors 
to defend the remains of the Mongol 
in Christendom, what would we say 
to him? I think at least we might 
ask him what he meant by his impu- 
dence when he talked about support- 
ing a semi-Oriental power. That we sup- 
port a semi-Oriental power we deny. 
That he has supported an entirely Ori- 
ental power cannot be denied, no, not 
even by the man who did it. 


Whom Has Prussia Emancipated? 


But here is to be noted the essential 
difference between Russia and Prussia; 
especially by those who use the ordi- 
nary liberal arguments against the lat- 
ter. Russia has a policy, which she pur- 
sues, if you will, through evil and good; 
but at least so as to produce good as well 
as evil. Let it be granted that the policy 
has made her oppressive to the Finns, the 
Poles—though the Russian Poles feel far 
less oppressed than do the Prussian 


Poles. But it is a mere historic fact, that 
if Russia has been a despot to some small 
nations, she has been a deliverer to others. 
She did, so far as in her lay, emancipate 
the Servians or the Montenegrins. But 
whom did Prussia ever emancipate—even 
by accident? It is, indeed, somewhat 
extraordinary that in the perpetual per- 
mutations of international politics the 
Hohenzollerns have never gone astray 
into the path of enlightenment. They 
have been in alliance with almost every- 
body off and on; with France, with Eng- 
land, with Austria, with Russia. Can any 
one candidly say that they have left on 
any one of these people the faintest im- 
press of progress or liberation? Prus- 
sia was the enemy of the French 
monarchy, but a worse enemy of the 
French Revolution. Prussia had been an 
enemy of the Czar, but she was a worse 
enemy of the Duma. Prussia totally dis- 
regarded Austrian rights; but she is to- 
day quite ready to inflict Austrian 
wrongs. This is the strong particular 
difference between the one empire and 
the other. Russia is pursuing certain in- 
telligible and sincere ends, which to her 
at least are ideals, and for which, there- 
fore, she will make sacrifices and will 
protect the weak. But the North Ger- 
man soldier is a sort of abstract tyrant; 
everywhere and always on the side of 
materialistic tyranny. This Teuton in 
uniform has been found in strange 
places; shooting farmers before Saratoga 
and flogging soldiers in Surrey, hanging 
niggers in Africa and raping girls in 
Wicklow, but never, by some mysterious 
fatality, lending a hand to the freeing 
of a single city or the independence of 
one solitary flag. Wherever scorn and 
prosperous oppression are, there is the 
Prussian; unconsciously consistent, in- 
stinctively restrictive, innocently evil; 
“following darkness like a dream.” 


Disinterested Despotism. 

Suppose we heard of a person (gifted 
with some longevity) who had helped 
Alva to persecute Dutch Protestants, 
then helped Cromwell to persecute Irish 
Catholics, and then helped Claverhouse 
to persecute Scotch Puritans—we should 
find it rather easier to call him a perse- 
cutor than to call him a Protestant or a 
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Catholic. Curiously enough, this is act- 


ually the position in which the Prussian 
stands in Europe. No arguments can 
. alter the fact that in three converging 
and conclusive cases he has been on the 
side of three distinct rulers of different 
religions, who had nothing whatever in 
common except that they: were ruling 
oppressively. In these three Govern- 
ments, taken separately, one can see 
something excusable, or at least human. 
When the Kaiser encouraged the Russian 
rulers to crush the revolution, the Rus- 
sian rulers undoubtedly believed they 
were wrestling with an inferno of 
atheism and anarchy. A Socialist of the 
ordinary English kind cried out upon me 
when I spoke of Stolypin and said he 
was chiefly known by the halter called 
“Stolypin’s Necktie.” As a fact, there 
were many other things interesting about 
Stolypin besides his necktie—his policy 
of peasant proprietorship, his extraordi- 
nary personal courage, and certainly none 
more interesting than that movement in 
his death agony, when he made the sign 
of the cross toward the Czar, as the 
crown and captain of his Christianity. 
But the Kaiser does not regard the Czar 
as the captain of Christianity. Far from 
it. What he supported in Stolypin was 
the. necktie, and nothing but the necktie; 
the gallows, and not the cross. The Rus- 
sian ruler did believe that the Orthodox 
Church was orthodox. The Austrian 
Archduke did really desire to make the 
Catholic Church catholic. He did really 
believe that he was being pro-Catholic 
in being pro-Austrian. But the Kaiser 
cannot be pro-Catholic, and, therefore, 
cannot have been really pro-Austrian; 
he was simply and solely anti-Servian; 
nay, even in the cruel and sterile strength 
of Turkey, any one with imagination can 
see something of the tragedy, and, there- 
fore, of the tenderness of true belief. 
The worst that can be said of the Mos- 
lems is, as the poet put it, they offered 
to man the choice of the Koran or the 
sword. The best that can be said for 
the German is that he does not care 
about the Koran, but is satisfied if he 
can have the sword. And for me, I 
confess, even the sins of these three 


other striving empires take on, in com- 
parison, something that is sorrowful and 
dignified; and I feel they do not deserve 
that this little Lutheran lounger should 
patronize all that is evil in them, while 
ignoring all that is good. He is not 
Catholic; he is not Orthodox; he is not 
Mohammedan. He is merely an old gen- 
tleman who wishes to share the crime, 
though he cannot share the creed. He 
desires to be a persecutor by the pang 
without the palm. So strongly do all the 
instincts cf the Prussian drive against 
liberty that he would rather oppress 
other peoples’ subjects than think of 
anybody going without the benefits of 
oppression. He is a sort of disinterested 
despot. He is as disinterested as the 
devil, who is ready to do any one’s dirty 
work. 


The Paradox of Prussia. 


This would seem obviously fantastic 
were it not supported by solid facts 
which cannot be explained otherwise. 
Indeed it would be inconceivable if we - 
were thinking of a whole people, con- 
sisting of free and varied individuals. 
But in Prussia the governing class is 
really a governing class, and a very few 
people are needed to think along these 
lines to make all the other people act 
along them. And the paradox of Prus- 
sia is this: That while its princes and 
nobles have no other aim on this earth 
but to destroy democracy wherever it 
shows itself, they have contrived to get 
themselves trusted, not as wardens of 
the past, but as forerunners of the fu- 
ture. Even they cannot believe that 
their theory is popular, but they do 
believe that it is progressive. Here 
again we find the spiritual chasm be- 
tween: the two monarchies in question. 
The Russian institutions are, in many 
cases, really left in the rear of the 
Russian people, and many of the Russian 
people know it. But the Prussian in- 
stitutions are supposed to be in advance — 
of the Prussian people, and most of the 
Prussian people believe it. It is thus 
much easier for the war. lords to go 
everywhere and impose a hopeless slav- 
ery upon every one, for they have al- 
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ready imposed a sort of hopeful slavery 
on their own simple race. 


A Factory of Thumbscrews. 


And when men shall speak to us of the 
hoary iniquities of Russia and of how 
antiquated is the Russian system we shall 
answer, “ Yes; that is the superiority of 
Russia.” Their institutions are part of 
their history, whether as relics or fossils. 
Their abuses have really been uses; that 
is to say, they have been used up. If 
they have old engines of terror or tor- 
ment, they may fall to pieces from mere 
rust, like an old coat of armor. But in 
the case of the Prussian tyranny, if it be 
tyranny at all, it is the whole point of its 
claim that it is not antiquated, but just 
going to begin, like the showman. Prus- 
sia has a whole thriving factory of 
thumbscrews, a whole humming work- 
shop of wheels and racks, of the newest 
and neatest pattern, with which to win 
Europe back to reaction * * * in- 
fandum renovare dolorem. And if we 
wish to test the truth of this, it can be 
done by the same method which showed 
us that Russia, if her race or religion 


could sometimes make her an invader 


_ and an oppressor, could also be made an 


emancipator and a knight errant. In the 
same way, if the Russian institutions are 
old-fashioned, they honestly exhibit the 
good as well as the bad that can be found 
in old-fashioned things. In their police 
system they have an inequality which is 
against our ideas of law. But in their 
commune system they have an equality 
that is older than law itself. Even when 
they flogged each other like barbarians, 
they called each other by their Christian 
names like children. At their worst, they 
retained all the best of a rude society. 
At their best, they are simply good, like 
good children or good nuns. But in Prus- 
sia, all that is best in the civilized ma- 
chinery is put at the service of all that is 
worst in the barbaric mind. Here again 
the Prussian has no accidental merits, 
none of those lucky survivals, none of 
those late repentances, which make the 
patchwork glory of Russia. Here all is 
sharpened to a point and pointed to a 
purpose; and that purpose, if words and 
acts have any meaning at all, is the de- 
struction of liberty throughout the world. 


V. 
The “Bond of Teutonism” 


In considering the Prussian point of 
view we have been considering what 
seems to be mainly a mental limitation 
—a kind of knot in the brain. Toward 
the problem of Slav population, of Eng- 
lish colonization, of French armies, and 
of reinforcements it shows the same 
strange philosophic sulks. So far as I 
can follow it, it seems to amount to 
saying, “It is very wrong that you 
should be superior to me, because I am 
superior to you.” The spokesman of 
this system seems to have a curious ca- 

. pacity for concentrating this entangle- 
ment or contradiction sometimes into a 
single paragraph, or even a single sen- 
tence. I have already referred to the 
German Fmperor’s celebrated suggestion 
that in order to avert the peril of Hun- 


nishness we should all become Huns. A 
much stronger instance is his more re- 
cent order to his troops touching the 
war in Northern France. As most people 
know, his words ran: “It is my royal 
and imperial command that you concen- 
trate your energies, for the immediate 
present, upon one single purpose, and 
that is that you address all your skill 
and all the valor of my soldiers to ex- 
terminate first the treacherous English 
and to walk over Gen. French’s con- 
temptible little army.” The rudeness of 
the remark an Englishman can afford to 
pass over. What I am interested in is 
the mentality, the train of thought that 
can manage to entangle itself even in so 
brief a space. If French’s little army 
is contemptible it would seem clear that 


WHY ENGLAND CAME TO BE IN IT 


all the skill and valor of the German 
Army had better not be concentrated 
on it, but on the larger and less con- 
temptible allies. If all the skill and 
‘valor of the German Army are concen- 
trated on it it is not being treated as 
contemptible. But the Prussian rhetori- 
cian had two incompatible sentiments in 
his mind, and he insisted on saying them 
both at once. He wanted to think of an 
English Army as a small thing; but he 
also wanted to think of an English de- 
feat as a big thing. He wanted to 
exult, at the same moment, in the utter 
weakness of the British Nation in their 
attack and the supreme skill and valor 
of the Germans in repelling such an 
attack. Somehow it must be made a 
common and obvious collapse for Eng- 
land and yet a daring and unexpected 
triumph for Germany. In trying to 
express these contradictory conceptions 
simultaneously he got rather mixed. 
Therefore he bade Germania fill all her 
vales and mountains with the dying 
agonies of this almost invisible earwig, 
and let the impure blood of this cock- 
roach redden the Rhine down to the sea. 


Prof. Harnack’s Reproach. 


But it would be unfair to base the 
criticism on the utterance of any acci- 
dental and hereditary Prince; and it is 
quite equally clear in the case of the 
philosophers who have been held up to 
us, even in England, as the very proph- 
ets of progress. And in nothing is it 
shown more sharply than in the curious, 
confused talk about race, and especially 
about the Teutonic race. Prof. Harnack 
and similar people are reproaching us, 
I understand, for having broken “the 
bond of Teutonism ”—a bond which the 
Prussians have strictly observed, both in 
breach and observance. We note it in 
the open annexation of lands wholly 
inhabited by negroes, such as Denmark. 
We note it equally in their instant and 
joyful recognition of the flaxen hair and 
light blue eyes of the Turks. But it is 
still the abstract principle of Prof. Har- 
nack which interests me most, and in 
following it I have the same complexity 
of inquiry, but the same simplicity of 
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result. Comparing the professor’s con- 
cern about “Teutonism” with his un- 
concern about Belgium, I can only reach 
the following result: “A man need not 
keep a promise he has made. But a man 
must keep a promise he has not made.” 
There certainly was a treaty binding 
Britain to Belgium, if it was only a scrap 
of paper. If there was any treaty bind- 
ing Britain with Teutonism it is, to say 
the least of it, a lost scrap of paper— 
almost what one might call a scrap of 
waste paper. Here again the pedants 
ander consideration exhibit the illogical 
perversity that makes the brain reel. 
There is obligation and there is no obli- 
gation; sometimes it appears that Ger- 
many and England must keep faith with 
each other; sometimes that Germany 
need not keep faith with anybody and 
anything; sometimes that we, alone 
among European peoples, are almost en- 
titled to be Germans; sometimes that be- 
sides us Russians and Frenchmen almost 
rise to a Germanic loveliness of charac- 
ter. But through all there is, hazy but 
not hypocritical, this sense of some com- 
mon Teutonism. 

Prof. Haeckel, another of the wit- 
nesses raised up against us, attained to 
some celebrity at one time through proy- 
ing the remarkable resemblance between 
two different things by printing dupli- 
cate pictures of the same thing. Prof. 
Haeckel’s contribution to biology, in this 
case, was exactly like Prof. Harnack’s 
contribution to ethnology. Prof. Harnack 
knows what a German is like. When he 
wants to imagine what an Englishman is 
like he simply photographs the same 
German over again. In both cases there 
is probably sincerity, as well as simplic- 
ity. Haeckel was so certain that the 
species illustrated in embryo really are 
closely related and linked up that it 
seemed to him a small thing to simplify 
it by mere repetition. Harnack is so 
certain that the German and Englishman 
are almost alike that he really risks the 
generalization that they are exactly 
alike. He photographs, so to speak, the 
same fair and foolish face twice over, 
and calls it a remarkable resemblance be- 
tween cousins. Thus he can prove the 
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existence of Teutonism just about as 
conclusively as Haeckel has proved the 
more tenable proposition of the non-ex- 
istence of God. 


Germans and English. 


Now, the German and the Englishman 
are not in the least alike—except in the 
sense that neither of them are negroes. 
They are, in everything good and evil, 
more unlike than any other two men we 
can take at random from the great Euro- 
pean family. .They are opposite from 
the roots of their history—nay, of their 
geography. It is an understatement to 
eall Britain insular. Britain is not only 
an island, but an island slashed by the 
sea till it nearly splits into three islands, 
and even the midlands can almost smell 
the salt. Germany is a powerful, beau- 
tiful, and fertile inland country, which 
can only find the sea by one or two 
twisted and narrow paths, as people find 
a subterranean lake. Thus the British 
Navy is really national because it is 
natural. It has cohered out of hundreds 
of accidental adventures of ships and 
shipmen before Chaucer’s time and after 
it. But the German Navy is an artifi- 
cial thing, as artificial as a constructed 
Alp would be in England. William. II. 
has simply copied the British Navy, as 
Frederick II. copied the French Army, 
and this Japanese orantlike assiduity in 
imitation is one of the hundred qualities 
which the Germans have and the English 
markedly have not. There are other 
German superiorities which are very 
much superior. The one or two really 
jolly things that the Germans have got 
ere precisely the things which the Eng- 
lish haven’t got, notably a real habit of 
popular music and of the ancient songs 
of the people; not merely spreading from 
the towns or caught from the profes- 
sionals. In this the Germans rather re- 
semble the Welsh, though heaven knows 
what becomes of Teutonism if they do. 
But the difference between the Germans 
and the English goes deeper than all 
these signs of it. They differ more than 
any other two Europeans in the normal 
posture of the mind. 


Above all, they differ in what is the 


most English of all English traits—that 
shame which the French may be right in 
calling “the bad shame,” for it is cer- 
tainly mixed up with pride and sus- 
picion, the upshot of which we call shy- 
ness. Even an Englishman’s rudeness 
is often rooted in his being embarrassed. 
But a German’s rudeness is rooted in his 
never being embarrassed. He eats and 
makes love noisily. He never feels a 
speech or a song or a sermon or a large 
meal to be what the English call “ out of 
place ” in particular cireumstances. When 
Germans are patriotic and religious they 
have no reactions against patriotism and 
religion, as have the English and the 
French. Nay, the mistake of Germany 
in the modern disaster largely arose 
from the facts that she thought England 
was simple, when England is very subtle. 
She thought that because our politics 
have become largely financial they had 
become wholly financial; that because 
our aristocrats had become pretty cynical 
they had become entirely corrupt. They 
could not seize the subtlety by which a 
rather used-up English gentleman might 
sell a coronet when he could not sell a 
fortress; might lower the public stand- 
ards and yet refuse to lower the flag. 
In short, the Germans are quite sure that 
they understand us entirely because they 
do not understand us at all. Possibly, if 
they began to understand us they might 
hate us even more, but I would rather 
be hated for some small but real reason 
than pursued with love on account of all 
kinds of qualities which I do not possess 
and which I do not desire. And when 
the Germans get their first genuine 
glimpses of what modern England is like 
they will discever that England has a 
very broken, belated, and inadequate 
sense of having an obligation to Europe; 
but no sort of sense whatever of having 
any obligation to Teutonism. 


Slippery Strength of Stupidity. 


This is the last and strongest of the 
Prussian qualities we have here con- 
sidered. There is in stupidity of this 
sort a strange, slippery strength, be- 
cause it can be not only outside rules, 
but outside reason. The man who really 
cannot see that he is contradicting him- 
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self has a great advantage in contro- 
versy, though the advantage breaks down 
when he tries to reduce it to simple ad- 
dition, to chess—or to the game called 
war. It is the same about the stupidity 
of the one-sided kinship. The drunkard 
who is quite certain that a total stranger 
is his long-lost brother has a great ad- 
vantage until it comes to matters of 
detail. “We must have chaos within,” 
said Nietzsche, “that we may give birth 
to a dancing star.” 

In these slight notes I have suggested 
the principal strong points of the Prus- 
sian character—a failure in honor which 
almost amounts to a failure in memory; 
an egomania that is honestly blind to the 
fact that the other party is an ego, and, 
above all, an actual itch for tyranny and 
interference, the devil which everywhere 
torments the idle and the proud. To these 
must be added a certain mental shape- 


lessness, which can expand or contract _ 
without reference to reason or record—a 


potential infinity of excuses. If the Eng- 
lish had been on the German side the 
German professors would have noted 
what irresistible energies had evolved 
the Teutons. As the English are on the 
other side, the German professors will 
say that these Teutons were not suffi- 
ciently evolved; or they will say they 
were just sufficiently evolved to show 
that they were not Teutons. Probably 
they will say both. But the truth is that 
all that they call evolution should rather 
be called evasion. They tell us they are 
opening windows of enlightenment and 
doors of progress. The truth is that they 
are breaking up the whole house of the 
human intellect that they may abscond 
in any direction. There is an ominous 
and almost. monstrous parallel between 
the position of their overrated philos- 
ophers and of their comparatively un- 
derrated soldiers. For what their pro- 
fessors call roads of progress are really 
routes of escape. 


South Africa’s Boers and Britons 


By H. Rider Haggard. 


The heart of South Africa, Boer and 
Briton, is with England in this war. Here 
and there you will find an individual who 
cherishes bitter and hostile memories, of 
which there has been an example in Mr. 
Beyer’s letter the other day, so effectu- 
ally answered by Gen. Botha. But 
such instances, I believe, are so rare 
that really they are the exceptions which 
seem to prove the rule. Of course, it 
goes without saying that every person 
of English descent is heartily with the 
mother country, and I do not suppose it 
would be an overestimate to add that 
quite 80 per cent. of the Dutch are of the 
same way of thinking. 

Still, there is a party among the South 
African Dutch that sees no necessity for 
the invasion of German Southwest Af- 
rica. This party overlooks the fact that 

-the Germans have for long been pre- 
paring to invade them; also that if by 


any chance Germany should conquer in 
this. war South Africa would be one 
of the first countries that they would 
seize. 


In speaking of this I talk of what I 
understand, since for the last two and 
a half years it has been my duty to 
travel around the British Empire upon 
the service of his Majesty. In addition 
to South Africa, I have visited India, 
Australia, New Zealand, Newfoundland, 
and Canada. I have recently traveled 
throughout South Africa as a member of 
the Dominion’s Royal Commission. It 
was my first visit there after the lapse 
of a whole generation, and I can only 
say that everywhere I have found the 
most intense loyalty and devotion to the 
old mother land. The empire is one and 
indivisible; together it will stand or to- 
gether it will fall. 
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South Africa is united; it has forgot- 
ten its recent labor troubles. I answer 
“absolutely ” all such things are past 
history, blown away and destroyed by 
this great wind of war. South Africa, 
down to its lowest Hottentot, has, I be- 
lieve, but one object, to help England to 
win in this vast battle of the nations. 
Why, even the natives, as you may have 
noticed, are sending subscriptions from 
their scanty hoards and praying to be 
allowed “to throw a few stones for the 
King.” Did not Poutsma say as much 
the other day? 


In the old days, of course, there were 
very strained relations between the Eng- 
lish and Boers, which had their roots in 
foolish and inconsistent acts carried out 
by the Home Government, generally to 
forward party ends. I need not go into 
them because they are too long. 


Then came the Boer war, which, as 
you know, proved a much bigger enter- 
prise than the Home Government had 
anticipated. It cost Britain 20,000 lives 
and £300,000,000 of English money before 
the Boers were finally subdued. Only 
about half a score of years have gone by 
since peace was declared. Within two or 
three years of that peace the British 
Government made up its mind to a very 
bold step and one which was viewed with 
grave doubts by many people—namely, 
to give full self-government to the 
Transvaal and the Orange River Col- 
onies. 


Astonished at Results. 


When I traveled through South Africa 
the other day this new Constitution had 
been working for a few years, and I can 
only say that I was astonished at the re- 
sults. Here and there in the remoter 
districts, it is true, some racial feeling 
still prevailed, but taken as a whole this 
seems absolutely to have died away. 
Briton and Boer have come together in a 
manner for which I believe I am right in 
saying there is no precedent in the his- 
tory of the world, so shortly, at any rate, 
after a prolonged and bitter struggle to 
the death. I might give many-:instances, 
but I will only take one. At Pretoria I 


was asked to inspect a company of Boy 
Scouts, and there I found English and 
Dutch lads serving side by side with the 
utmost brotherhood. Again I met most 
of the men who had been leaders of the 
Boers in the war. One and all professed 
the greatest loyalty to England. More- 
over, I am certain that this was not lip 
loyalty; it was from the heart. Espe- 
cially was I impressed by that great man, 
Gen. Botha, with whom I had several 
conversations. I am convinced that at 
this moment the King has no truer or 
more faithful servant than Gen. Botha. 
Again and again did I hear from promi- 
nent South Africans of Dutch or Hugue- 
not extraction that never more was there 
any chance of trouble between Boer and 
Briton. 


I know it is alleged by some that this 
is because the Dutch feel that they have 
on the whole made a good bargain, hav- 
ing won absolute constitutional liberty 
and the fullest powers of self-govern-— 
ment, plus the protection of the British 
fleet. There may be something in this 
view, but I am sure that the feeling goes 
a great deal deeper than self-interest. 
Mutual respect has arisen between those 
who ten years ago were enemies fighting 
each other. 


Appeal to People’s Imagination. 


Moreover, the Boer now knows a great 
deal more of the British Empire and 
what it means than he did then. Lastly, 
the supreme generosity evinced by 
Britain in giving their enemy of the day 
before every right and privilege that is 
owned by her other oversea dominions 
with whom she has never had a quarrel 
appeals deeply to the imagination of the 
Dutch people. Now, the world sees the 
results. Germany, which has miscal- 
culated so much in connection with this 
war and the part that the British Empire 
would play in it, miscalculated nowhere 
more than it did in the case of South 
Africa. The German war lords hoped 
that India and Egypt would rise, they 
trusted that Canada and Australia would 
prove lukewarm, but they were certain 
that South Africa would seize the oppor- 
tunity to rebel. How could it be other- 
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wise, they thought, seeing that but yes- 
terday she was at death grips with us. 
Then came the great surprise. Lo 
and behold! instead of rebelling, South 
Africa promptly cabled to England say- 
ing that every British soldier might be 
withdrawn from her shores, and, further, 
that the burghers of the land would 
themselves undertake the conquest of the 
German possessions of Southwest Africa 
for the Crown. They are doing so at 
this moment. I believe that today there 
is no British soldier left at the Cape, 
and I know that now a great force is 
moving on Southwest Africa furnished 
by Boer and Briton alike. Can the his- 
tory of the world tell us of any parallel 
case to this—that a country conquered 
within a dozen years should not only 
need no garrison, but by its own free 
will undertake war against the enemies 
of its late victor? Surely this is some- 
thing of which Britain may feel proud. 


Deep Distrust of Germany. 


Now, some of your readers may ask: 
“Why is it? How did this miracle, for 
it is little less, happen? ” My answer is 
that it has been caused first by a su- 
preme and glorious trust in the justice 
and generosity of England, which knows 
how to rule colonies as no other nation 
has done in the history of the earth, and 
secondly by a deep distrust of Germany. 
To my own knowledge, Germany has been 
intriguing in South Africa for the last 
quarter of a century. I remember, I sup- 
pose it must be almost twenty years ago, 
sending to the late Mr. Chamberlain, who 
was then Colonial Secretary, information 
to this effect which reached me from un- 
doubted sources in South Africa. Again, 
not long ago, I was shown a document 
which was found among the papers of 
the Zulu Prince Dinizulu, son of King 
Cetewayo, who died the other day. It 
was concluded between himself and Ger- 
mans, and under it the poor man had 
practically sold his country nominally to 
a German firm, but doubtless to more 
powerful persons behind. In short, there 
is no question that for many years Ger- 
many has had its eye upon South Africa 
as a desirable field of settlement for its 


subjects under the German and not the 


British flag. Now, the Boers are perfect- 
ly well acquainted with this fact and have 
no wish to exchange the beneficent rule 
of Britain for that of Potsdam, the King 
Log of George V. for the King Stork of 
Kaiser Wilhelm. 

You ask me if I think that the Boers 
are likely to succeed in their attack on 
Southwest Africa, where it must be re- 
membered that the Germans have a very 
formidable force; indeed, I have been 
told, I do not know with what accuracy, 
that they have accumulated there the 
vast arsenal of war material that was 
obviously intended to be used on some 
future occasion in the invasion of the 
Cape. I answer: “Certainly, they will 
succeed, though not easily.” Remember 
what stock these Boers come from. They 
are descendants of the men who with- 
stood and beat Alva in the sixteenth 
century. 


Botha of Huguenot Descent. 


I happen to be well acquainted with 
that period of history. I wrote a story 
called “ Lysbeth” concerning it, and to 
do this I found it necessary not only to 
visit Holland on several occasions, but to 
read all the contemporary records. In 
the light of the information which I thus 
obtained, I state positively that the world 
has no record of a more glorious and 
heroic struggle than that made by the 
Dutch against all the power of Spain. 
Well, the Boers are descended from these 
men and women (for both fought). Also, 
they include a very large dash of some of 
the best blood of Europe, namely, that 
of the Huguenots. For instance, Botha 
himself is of Huguenot descent. It is 
impossible for a person like myself, who 
have that same blood in me, to talk with 
him for five minutes without becoming 
aware of his origin. Long before he told 
me so I knew that he was in part a 
Frenchman. Men so great are not easily 
conquered, as we know to our cost. Why, 
it took quite 250,000 soldiers and three 
years of strenuous guerrilla warfare to 
enable Britain to defeat 40,000 or 50,000 
Dutch farmers. Therefore I have per- 
sonally not the least fear of the ultimate 
result of the campaign against South- 
west Africa. 
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I went as a lad as Secretary to the 
Governor of Natal. That was in 1875. 
Subsequently I accompanied Sir The- 
ophilus Shepstone, one of the greatest 
men that ever lived in South Africa, on 
his famous mission to the Transvaal. I 
am now, I believe, the only survivor of 
that mission, and certainly the only man 
who knows all the inner political history 
of that event. Afterward I held office 
in the Transvaal, and was in the country 
during all the disastrous period of the 
first Boer war. For instance, I dined 
with Gen. Colley the night before he 
started on his ill-fated expedition. I 
think there were thirteen of us present 
at that historical dinner. Within a few 
weeks six or eight of these were dead, 
including Colley himself, killed in the 
fight of Majuba, of which I heard the 
guns. Of those present at that dinner 
party there now survive only Lady Col- 
ley, my wife, and myself. 

Felt Like Rip Van Winkle. 

After this I left Africa, and more than 
thirty years went by before I returned 
as a commissioner in the service of the 
Crown. It was a very extraordinary ex- 
perience; indeed, I felt like a new Rip 
Van Winkle, for nearly all my old chiefs 
and colleagues were dead, and another 
generation had arisen. I can only say 


that I was deeply touched by the recep- 
tion which I received throughout the 
country. It was with strange feelings 
that almost-on the very spot where I 
helped to read the proclamation of an- 
nexation of the Transvaal, in 1877, and 
with my own hands hoisted the British 
flag over the land, I listened to my 
health being proposed by the Dutch Chief 
Justice of the Transvaal territory, once 
more a part of the British Empire. Such 
was my greeting everywhere. Three and 
thirty years before I had left the shores 
of Africa, believing that soon or late 
the British power was doomed to failure 
and probably to extinction there. When 
I left them again, six months ago, it was 
with the glad knowledge that, by the 
united wish of the inhabitants of South 
Africa, it was re-established, never again 
to pass away. It is a wonderful thing 
for a man in his own lifetime to see a 
country pass through so many vicissi- 
tudes, and in the end to appear in the 
face of the world no longer as England’s 
enemy, but as a constituent part of the 
great British Empire, one of her best 
friends and supporters, glorying in her 
flag, which now floats from Cape 
Agalhas to the Zambesi, and soon will 
float over those contingent regions that 
have been seized by the mailed fist of 
Germany. 


Capt. Mark Haggard’s Death in Battle 


To the Editor of The [London] Times: 

Sir: In various papers throughout Eng- 
land has appeared a letter, or part of a 
letter, written by Private C. Derry of 
the Second Battalion, Welsh Regiment. 
It concerns the fall of my much-loved 
nephew, Capt. Mark Haggard, of the 
same regiment, on Sept. 13 in the battle 
of the Aisne. 

Since this letter has. been published 
and, vivid, pathetic, and pride-inspiring 
as it is, does not tell all the tale, I have 
been requested, on behalf of Mark’s 
mother, young widow, and other mem- 
bers of our family, to give the rest of it 


as it was collected by them from the lips 
of Lieut. Somerset, who lay wounded by 
him when he died. Therefore I send this 
supplementary account to you in the 


hope that the other journals which have - 


printed the first part of the story will 
copy it from your columns. 


It seems that after he had given the ~ 


order to fix bayonets, as told by Private 
Derry, my nephew charged the German 
Maxims at the head of his company, he 
and his soldier servant outrunning the 


other men. Arrived at the Maxim in front 


of him, with the rifle which he was using 
as Derry describes, he shot and killed 
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the three soldiers who were serving it, 
and then was seen “fighting and laying 
out” the Germans with the butt end of 
his empty gun, “laughing ” as he did so, 
until he fell mortally wounded in the 
body and was carried away by his ser- 
vant. 

His patient and heroic end is told by 
Private Derry, and I imagine that the 
exhortation to “ Stick it, Welsh! ” which 
from time to time he uttered in his 
agony, will not soon be forgotten in his 
regiment. Of that end we who mourn 
him can only say in the simple words of 
Derry’s letter, that he “died as he had 
lived—an officer and a gentleman.” 

Perhaps it would not be inappropriate 
to add as a thought of consolation to 
those throughovt the land who day by 


day see their loved ones thus devoured 
by the waste of war, that of a truth these 
do not vainly die. Not only are they 
crowned with fame, but by the noble 
manner of their end they give the lie to 
Bernhardi and his school, who tell us that 
we English are an effete and worn-out 
people, befogged with mean ideals; lost 
in selfishness and the lust of wealth and 
comfort. Moreover, the history of these 
deeds of theirs will surely be as a beacon 
to those destined to carry on the tradi- 
tions of our race in that new England 
which shall arise when the cause of free- 
dom for which we must fight and die 
has prevailed—to fall no more. 

I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 

H. RIDER HAGGARD. 
Ditchingham, Norfolk, Oct. 9. 


An Anti-Christian War 


By Robert Bridges. 


To the Editor of The [London] Times: 

Sir: Since the beginning of this war the 
meaning of it has in one respect consid- 
erably changed, and I hope that our peo- 
ple will see that it is primarily a holy 
war. It is manifestly a war declared be- 
tween Christ and the devil. 

The conduct of the German conscripts 
has demonstrated that they have been 
instructed to adopt in full practice the 
theories of their political philosophers, 
and that they have heartily consented to 
do this and freely commit every cruelty 
that they think will terrorize the peo- 
ple whom they intend to crush. The de- 
tails of their actions are too beastly to 
mention. 

Their philosophers, as I read them, 
teach openly that the law of love is silly 
and useless, but that brutal force and 
cruelty are the useful and proper means 
of attaining success in all things. 
Shortly, you are not to do to others as 
you wish they should do to you, but 
you should do exactly what you wish 


they should not do to you; that is, you 


should cut their throats and seize their 
property, and then you will get on. 


As for these enlightened philosophers, 
their doctrines are plainly an apostasy 
from the Gospel—and this they do not 
scruple to avow; and their tenets are 
only a recrudescence or reassertion of 
the barbarism which we hoped we had 
grown out of; it is all merely damnable. 
But it seems to me that, judged only as 
utilitarian policy, it is stupid; and that 
they blundered in neglecting the moral 
force (for that is also a force) of the 
antagonism that they were bound to 
arouse in all gentle minds, whether 
simple or cultured. It was stupid of 
them not to perceive that their hellish 
principles would shock everything. that 
is most beloved and living in modern 
thought, both the “humanitarian” ten- 
dency of the time and the respect which 
has grown up for the rights of minorities 
and nationalities. Now, not to reckon 
with such things was stupid, unless they 
can win temporary justification by im- 
mediate success. 


130 


THE NEW YORK TIMES CURRENT HISTORY OF THE WAR 


What success is possible for those who 
thus openly outrage humanity remains 
to be seen; but they cannot be allowed 
the advantage of any doubt as to what 
they are about. Those who fight for 
them will fight for “the devil and all his 
works”; and those who fight against 
them will be fighting in the holy cause 
of humanity and the law of love. If the 
advocacy of their bad principles and their 
diabolical conduct do not set the ‘whole 
world against them, then the world is 
worse than I think. My belief is that 
there are yet millions of their own coun- 
trymen who have not bowed the knee to 
Satan, and who will be as much shocked 
as we are; and that this internal moral 
disruption will much hamper them. This 
morning I have a legal notice sent me 
from a German resident in England an- 
nouncing that he has changed his name, 


for shame (I suppose) of his Fatherland.” 


All their apology throughout has been 


2a clumsy tissue of self-contradictory lies, 
and their occasional hypocrisy has been 
hastily pretended and ill-conceived. The 
particular contention against us—that 
we were betraying the cause of civiliza- 
tion by supporting the barbarous Slav— 
does not come very convincingly from 
them if their apostle is Nietzsche, while 
the Russian prophet is Tolstoy. 

The infernal machine which has been 
scientifically preparing for the last twen- 
ty-five years is now on its wild career 
like one of Mr. Wells’s inventions, and 
wherever it goes it will leave desolation 
behind it and put all material progress 
back for at least half a century. There 
was never anything in the world worthier 


_ of extermination, and it is the plain duty 


of all civilized nations to unite to drive 
it back into its home and exterminate it 
there. Iam, &c., : 
ROBERT BRIDGES. 

Sept. 1. 


English Artists’ Protest 


Art lovers in Great Britain have drawn up 
a protest against the vandalism of German 
soldiers. Copies of this protest have been 
sent to the Comte de Lalaing, Belgian Min- 
ister in London; the American Ambassador, 
with a humble request that it may be for- 
warded to the President of the United States; 
and Baron Kervyn de Lettenhove, Art Ad- 
viser to the Belgian Government. Those who 
have signed include well-known collectors, 
Trustees of the British Museum, the Na- 
tional Gallery, the National Portrait Gallery, 
and the National Galleries of Scotland; the 
Director and Principal Librarian of the Brit- 
ish Museum; the Directors of the National 
Gallery, the Victoria and Albert Museum, 
and the National Galleries of Scotland and 
Ireland; the Keepers of the Wallace Collec- 
tion and the National Gallery of British 
Art; Keepers in the British Museum; the 
Joint Honorary Secretaries of the National 
Art Collections Fund, and many critics and 
others prominent in the art world. 


The whole civilized world has wit- 
nessed with horror the terrible effects 
of modern warfare on helpless inhabi- 
tants of Belgium and France, and on 
ancient buildings and other works of art 
which are the abiding monuments of the 
piety and culture of their ancestors. 


Some of the acts of the invading Ger- 
man army against buildings may be de- 
fensible from the military standpoint; 
but it seems certain from present infor- 
mation that in some signal instances, 
notably at Louvain and Rheims, this de- 
fense cannot hold good against the mass 
of evidence to the contrary. 

The signatories of this protest claim 
that they are in no sense a partisan 
body. Their contention in this matter 
is that the splendid monuments of the 
arts of the Middle Ages which have been 
destroyed or damaged are the inheritance 
of the whole world, and that it is the duty 
of all civilized communities to endeavor 
to preserve them for the benefit and in- 
struction of posterity. While France and 
Belgium are individually the poorer from 
such wanton destruction, the world at 
large is no less impoverished. 

On these grounds, therefore, we desire 
to express our strong indignation and 
abhorrence at the gratuitous destruction 
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of ancient buildings that has marked 
the invasion of Belgium and France by 
the German Army, and we wish to enter 
a protest in the strongest terms against 
the continuance of so barbarous and 
reckless a policy. That it is the result 
of a policy, and not of an accident, is 
shown by the similarity of the fate of 
Louvain, Malines, Termonde, Senlis, and 
finally Rheims. 


‘ Many of us have had the opportunity 
of showing that our love and respect for 
art are not bounded by our nationality, 
but we feel compelled to publish to the 
world our horror and detestation of the 
barbarous acts committed by the army 
that represents a country which has done 
so much to promote and advance the 
study of art and its history. 


The signatories are: 


DEVONSHIRE. - 
CHOLMONDELEY. 
LANSDOWNE. 
FEVERSHAM. 

. MABEL FEVERSHAM. 
LEICESTER. 
LONSDALE. 
NORMANTON. 
NORTHBROOK. 
PLYMOUTH. 

DILLON. 

ALINGTON. 
D’ABERNON. 

ISABEL SOMERSET. 
FREDERICK L. COOK. 
AUDLEY D..NEELD. 
HERBERT RAPHAEL. 
SIDNEY COLVIN. 
MARTIN CONWAY. 
CHARLES HOLROYD. 
FREDERIC G. KENYON. 


HUGH LANE. 

FRANCIS BEAUFORT PALMER. 
C. HERCULES READ. 
CECIL HARCOURT SMITH. 
ISIDORE SPIELMANN., 
HERBERT B. TREE. 
WHITWORTH WALLIS. 
CHARLES AITKEN. 

ORLO. DB BT. 

MAURICE W. BROCKWELL. 
A. H. BUTTERY. 


_G. 8. CARSTAIRS. 


JAMES L. CAW. 
HERBERT COOK. 

D. H. 8. CRANAGE. 
LIONEL CUST. 
CAMPBELL DODGSON. 
CHARLES DOWDESWELL. 
DAVID ERSKINE. 

H. A. L. FISHER. 

J. L, GARVIN. 
PERCIVAL GASKELL. 
ALGERNON GRAVES. 
JAMES GREIG. 

O. GUTEKUNST. 
EDWARD HUTTON. 

G. B. CROFT-LYONS. 
D. S. MACCOLL. 

ERIC MACLAGAN. 

G. MAYER. 
MORTIMER MENPES, 
ALMERIC H. PAGET. 
Jesus eto Ss: 

G. N. COUNT PLUNKETT. 
JANET ROSS. 

ROBERT ROSS. 

M. E. SADLER. 
MARION SPIELMANN. 
A. J. SULLEY. 

D. CROAL THOMSON. 
T. HUMPHRY WARD. 
W. H. JAMES WHALE. 
FREDERICK A, WHITE. 
RR. Ce WITT: 


To Arms! 


By Sir Arthur Conan Doyle. 


Is it possible that there are still some 
of our people who do not understand the 
causes of this war, and are ignorant of 
the great stakes at issue which will 
speedily have so important a bearing 
upon the lives of each and all of them? 
It is hard to believe it, and yet it is so 
stated by some who profess to know. 
Let me try, in the shortest space and in 
the clearest words that I can command, 
to lay before them both the causes and 
the possible effects, and to implore them 
now, now, at this very moment, before 
it is too late, to make those efforts and 
sacrifices which the occasion demands. 
In Germany, every man from the ages 
of sixteen to fifty-five is with the colors. 
The last man has been called up. And 
yet we hear—we could not bear to see— 
that young athletic men in this country 
are playing football or cricket, while our 
streets are full of those who should be 
in our camps. All. our lives have been 
but a preparation for this supreme 
moment. All our future lives will be 
determined by how we bear ourselves in 
these few months to come. Shame, 
shame on the man who fails his country 
in this its hour of need! I would not 
force him to serve. I could not think 
that the service of such a man was of 
any avail. Let the country be served by 
free men, and let them deal with the 
coward or the sluggard who flinches. 

The causes of the war are only of mo- 
ment to us, at this stage, in that we gain 
more strength in our arms and more iron 
in our souls by a knowledge that it is 
for all that is honorable and sacred for 
which we fight. What really concerns us 
is that we are in a fight for our national 
life, that we must fight through to the 
end, and that each and all of us must 
help, in his own fashion, to the last ounce 
of his strength, that this end may be 
victory. That is the essence of the situa- 
tion. It is not words and phrases that 


we need, but men, men—and always more 
men. If words can bring the men then 
they are of avail. If not they may well 
wait for the times to mend. But if there 
is a doubt in the mind of any man as to 
the justice of his country’s quarrel, then 
even a writer may find work ready to 
his hand. 


Let us cast our minds back upon the 
events which have led up to this conflict. 
They may be divided into two separate 
classes, those which prepared the general 
situation, and those which caused the 
special quarrel. Each of these I will 
treat in its turn. 


Teuton Intoxication. 


It is a matter of common knowledge, 
one which a man must be blind and deaf 
not to understand, that for many years 
Germany, intoxicated by her success in 
war and by her increase of wealth, has 
regarded the British Empire with eyes 
of jealousy and hatred. It has never been 
alleged by those who gave expression to 
this almost universal national passion 
that Great Britain had in any way, either 
historically or commercially, done Ger- | 
many a mischief. Even our most bitter 
traducers, when asked to give any def- 
inite historical reasons for their dislike, 
were compelled to put forward such 
ludicrous excuses as that the British had 
abandoned the Prussian King in the year 
1761, quite oblivious of the fact that the 
same Prussian King had abandoned his 
own allies in the same war under far 
more damaging circumstances, acting up 
to his own motto that no promises are 
binding where the vital interests of a 
State are in question. With all their 
malevolence they could give no examples 
of any ill turn done by us until their 
deliberate policy had forced us into an- 
tagonism. On the other hand, a long list 
of occasions could very easily be compiled 
on which we had helped them in some 
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common cause, from the days of Marl- 
borough to those of Blticher. Until the 
twentieth century had turned they had 
no possible cause for political hatred 
against us. In commerce our record was 
even more clear. Never in any way had 
we interfered with that great develop- 
ment of trade which has turned them 
from one of the poorest to one of the 
richest of European States. Our markets 
were open to them untaxed, while our 
own manufactures paid 20 per cent. in 
Germany. The markets of India, of 
Egypt, and of every portion of the em- 
pire which had no self-appointed tariff, 
were as open to German goods as to Brit- 
ish ones. Nothing could possibly have 
been more generous than our commercial 
treatment. No doubt there was some 
grumbling when cheap imitations of our 
own goods were occasionally found to 
oust the originals from their markets. 
Such a feeling was but natural and hu- 
man. But in all matters of commercé, 
as in all matters political before the 
dawn of this century, they have no 
shadow of a grievance against us. 


And yet they hated us with a most 
bitter hatred, a hatred which long ante- 
dates the days when we were compelled 
to take a definite stand against them. 
In all sorts of ways this hatred showed 
itself, in the diatribes of professors, in 
the pages of books, in the columns of the 
press. Usually it was a sullen, silent 
dislike. Sometimes it would flame up 
suddenly into bitter utterance, as at the 
time of the unseemly dispute around the 
deathbed of the Emperor’s father, or on 
the occasion of the Jameson Raid. And 
yet this bitter antagonism was in no 
way reciprocated in this country. If a 
poll had been taken at any time up to 
the end of the century as to which Euro- 
pean country was our natural ally, the 
vote would have gone overwhelmingly 
for Germany. “ America first and then 
Germany” would have been the verdict 
of nine men out of ten. But then oc- 
curred two events which steadied the 
easy-going Briton, and made him look 
more intently and with a more question- 
ing gaze at his distant cousin over the 
water. Those two events were the Boer 


war and the building of the German 
fleet. The first showed us, to our 
amazement, the bitter desire which Ger- 
many had to do us some mischief, the 
second made us realize that she was 
forging a weapon with which that de- 
sire might be fulfilled. 


The Boer War and Germany. 


We are most of us old enough to re- 
member the torrent of calumny and in- 
sult which was showered upon us in the 
day of our temporary distress by the na- 
tion to whom we had so often been a 
friend and an ally. It is true that other 
nations treated us little better, and yet 
their treatment hurt us less. The dif- 
ference as it struck men at the time may 
be summarized in this passage from a 
British writer of the period. 


“But it was very different with Ger- 
many,” he says. “ Again and again in 
the world’s history we have been the 
friends and the allies of these people. 
It was so in the days of Marlborough, 
in those of the Great Frederick, and in 
those of Napoleon. When we could not 
help them with men we helped them with 
money. Our fleet has crushed their ene- 
mies. And now, for the first time in 
history, we have had a chance of seeing 
who were our friends in Europe, and no- 
where have we met more hatred and 
more slander than from the German 
press and the German people. Their 
most respectable journals have not hesi- 
tated to represent the British troops— 
troops every bit as humane and as highly 
disciplined as their own—not only as 
committing outrages on person and 
property, but even as murdering women 


‘and children. 


“ At first this unexpected phenomenon 
merely surprised the British people, then 
it pained them, and finally, after two 
years of it, it has roused.a deep, en- 
during anger in their minds.” 

He goes on to say: “The continued 
attacks upon us have left an enduring 
feeling of resentment, which will not and 
should not die away in this generation. 
It is not too much to say that five years 
ago a complete defeat of Germany in a 
European war would have certainly 
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caused British intervention. Public sen- 
timent and racial affinity would never 
have allowed us to see her really go to 
the wall. And now it is certain that in 
our lifetime no British guinea and no 
soldier’s life would under any circum- 
stances be spent for such an end. That 
is one strange result of the Boer war, 
and in the long run it is possible that it 
may prove not the least important.” 


Such was the prevailing mood of the 
nation when they perceived Germany, 
under the lead of her Emperor, following 
up her expressions of enmity by starting 
with restless energy to build up a for- 
midable fleet, adding programme to pro- 
gramme, out of all possible proportion 
to the German commerce to be defended 
or to the German coastline exposed to 
attack. Already vainglorious boasts 
were made that Germany was the suc- 
cessor to Britain upon the seas. “The 
Admiral of the Atlantic greets the Ad- 
miral of the Pacific,” said the Kaiser 
later in a message to the Czar. What 
was Britain to do under this growing 
menace? So long as she was isolated the 
diplomacy of Germany might form some 
naval coalition against her. She took 
the steps which were necessary for her 
own safety, and without forming an al- 
liance she composed her differences with 
France and Russia and drew closer the 
friendship which united her with her old 
rival across the Channel. The first fruit 
of the new German fleet was the entente 
cordiale. We had found our enemy. It 
was necessary that we should find our 
friends. Thus we were driven into our 
present combination. 


And now we had to justify our friend- 


ship. For the first time we were com- 
pelled to openly oppose Germany in the 
deep and dangerous game of world pol- 
itics. They wished to see if our under- 
standing was a reality or a sham. Could 
they drive a wedge between us by show- 
ing that we were a fair-weather friend 
whom any stress would alienate?) Twice 
they tried it, once in 1906 when they 
bullied France into a conference at Al- 
geciras but found that Britain was firm 
at her side, and again in 1911 when in a 
time of profound peace they stirred up 


trouble by sending a gunboat to Agadir, 
and pushed matters to the very edge of 
war. But no threats induced Britain to 
be false to her mutual insurance with 
France. Now for the third and most 
fatal time they have demanded that we 
forswear ourselves and break our own 
bond lest a worse thing befall us. Blind 
and foolish, did they not know by past ex- 
perience that we would keep our promise 
given? In their madness they have 
wrought an irremediable evil to them- 
selves, to us, and to all Europe. 

I have shown that we have in very 
truth never injured nor desired to injure 
Germany in commerce nor have we op- 
posed her politically until her own delib- 
erate actions drove us into the camp of 
her opponents. But it may well be asked 
why then did they dislike us, and why 
did they weave hostile plots against us? 
It was that, as it seemed to them, and 
as indeed it actually may have been, we, 
independently of our own wills, stood be- 
tween Germany and that world empire 
of which she dreamed. This was caused 
by circumstances over which we had no 
control and which we could not modify 
if we had wished to do so. Britain, 
through her maritime power and the en- 
ergy of her merchants and people, had 
become a great world power when Ger- 
many was still unformed. Thus, when 
she had grown to her full stature, she 
found that the choice places of the world 
and those most fitted for the spread of 
a transplanted European race were al- 
ready filled up. It was not a matter 
which we could help nor could we alter 
it, since Canada, Australia, and South 
Africa would not, even if we could be 
imagined to have wished it, be trans- 
ferred to German rule. And yet the 
Germans chafed, and if we can put our- 
selves in their places we may admit that 
it was galling that the surplus of their 
manhood should go to build up the 
strength of an alien and possibly a rival 
State. So far we could see their grievance, 
or, rather their misfortune, since no one 
was in truth to blame in the matter. 
Had their needs been openly and rea- 
sonably expressed, and had the two 
States moved in concord in the matter, 
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it is difficult to think that no helpful 
solution of any kind could have been 
found. 


As Germans See England. 


But the German method of approach- 
ing the problem has never been to ask 
sympathy and co-operation, but to pic- 
ture us as a degenerate race from whom 
anything might be gained by playing 
upon our imagined weakness and coward- 
ice. A nation which attends quietly to 
its own sober business must, according 
to their mediaeval notions, be a nation 
of decadent poltroons. If we fight our 
battles by means of free volunteers in- 
stead of enfcrced conscripts then the 
military spirit must be dead among us. 
Perhaps, even in this short campaign, 
they have added this delusion also to the 
dust-bin of their many errors. But such 
was their absurd self-deception about the 
most virile of European races. Did we 
propose disarmament, then it was not 
humanitarianism but cowardice that 
prompted us, and their answer was to 
enlarge their programme. Did we sug- 
gest a navy-building holiday, it was but 
a cloak for our weakness and an incite- 
ment that they should redouble their 
efforts. Our decay had become a -part 
of their naticna! faith. At first the 
wish may have been the father to the 
thought, but soon under the reiterated 
assertions of their crazy professors the 
proposition became indisputable. Bern- 
hardi in his book upon the next war 
cannot conceal the contempt in which he 
has learned to hold us. Neibuhr long 
ago had prophesied the coming fall of 
Britain, and every year was believed to 
bring it nearer and to make it more 
certain. To these jaundiced eyes all 
seemed yellow, when the yellowness lay 
only in themselves. Our army, our 
navy, our colonies, all were equally rot- 
ten. “Qld England, old, indeed, and 
corrupt, rotten through and through.” 
One blow and the vast sham would fly 
to pieces, and from those pieces the vic- 
tor could choose his reward. Listen to 
Prof. Treitschke, a man who, above 
all others, has been the evil genius of 
his country, and has done most to push 
it toward this abyss: “A thing that is 


wholly a sham,” he cried, in allusion to 
our empire, “ cannot, in this universe of 
ours, endure forever. It may endure for 
a day, but its doom is certain.” Were 
ever words more true when applied to 
the narrow bureaucracy and swaggering 
Junkerdom of Prussia, the most artificial 
and ossified sham that ever our days 
have seen? See which will crack first, 
our democracy or this, now that both 
have been plunged into the furnace to- 
gether. The day of God’s testing has 
come, and we shall see which can best 
abide it. 


The Blame Not England’s. 


I have tried to show that we are in no 
way to blame for the hostility which has 
grown up between us. So far as it had 
any solid cause at all it has arisen from 
fixed factors, which could no more be 
changed by us than the geographical 
position which has laid us right across 
their exit to the oceans of the. world. 
That this deeply rooted national senti- 
ment, which forever regarded us as the 
Carthage to which they were destined to 
play the part of Rome, would, sooner or 
later, have brought about war between 
us, is, in my opinion, beyond all doubt. 
But it was planned to come at the mo- 
ment which was least favorable for Brit- 
ain. “Even English attempts at a 
rapprochement must not blind us to the 
real situation,’ says Bernhardi. ‘We 
may, at most, use them to delay the 
necessary and inevitable war until we 
may fairly imagine we have some pros- 
pect of success.” A more shameless 
sentence was never penned, and one 
stands marveling which is the more 
grotesque—the cynicism of the senti- 
ment or the folly which gave such a 
warning to the victim. For be it remem- 
bered that Bernhardi’s words are to be 
taken very seriously, for they are not 
the ravings of some Pan-German mono- 
maniac, but the considered views of the 
foremost military writer of Germany, one 
who is in touch with those inner circles 
whose opinions are the springs of na- 
tional policy. “Our last and greatest 
reckoning is to be with Great Britain,” 
said the bitter Treitschke. Sooner or 
later the shock was to come. Germany 
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sat brooding over the chessboard of the 
world waiting for the opening which 
should assure a winning game. 


It was clear that she should take her 
enemies separately rather than together. 
If Britain were attacked it was almost 
certain that France and Russia would 
stand by her side. But if, on the con- 
trary, the quarrel could be made with 
these two powers, and especially with 
Russia, in the first instance, then it was 
by no means so certain that Great Britain 
would be drawn into the struggle. Public 
opinion has to be strongly moved before 
our country can fight, and public opinion 
under a Liberal Government might well 
be divided upon the subject of Russia. 
Therefore, if the quarrel could be so ar- 
ranged as to seem to be entirely one be- 
tween Teuton and Slav there was a 
good chance that Britain would remain 
undecided until the swift German sword 
had done its work. Then, with the grim 
acquiescence of our deserted allies, the 
still bloody sword would be turned upon 
ourselves, and that great final reckoning 
would have come. 


Such was the plan, and fortune favored 
it. A brutal murder had, not for the 
first time, put Servia into a position 
where a State may be blamed for the 
sins of individuals. An ultimatum was 
launched so phrased that it was impos- 
sible for any State to accept it as it stood 
and yet remain an independent State. 
At the first sign of argument or remon- 
strance the Austrian Army marched 
upon Belgrade. Russia, which had been 
already humiliated in 1908 by the forcible 
annexation of Bosnia, could not possibly 
submit a second time to the Caudine 
Forks. She laid her hand upon her 
sword hilt. Germany sprang to the side 
of her ally. France ranged herself with 
Russia. Like a thunderclap the war of 
the nations had begun. 


So far all had worked well for German 
plans. Those of the British public who 
were familiar with the past and could 
look into the future might be well aware 
that our interests were firmly bound with 
those of France, and that if our faggots 
were not tied together they would as- 
suredly be snapped ¢ach in its turn. But 


the unsavory assassination which had 
been so cleverly chosen as the starting 
point of the war bulked large in the eyes 
of our people, and, setting self-interest 
to one side, the greater part of the pub- 
lic might well have hesitated to enter 
into a quarrel where the cause seemed 
remote and the issues ill-defined. What 
was it to us if a Slav or a Teuton col- 
lected the harbor due of Saloniki! So 
the question might have presented itself 
to the average man who in the long run 
is the ruler of this country and the 
autocrat of its destinies. In spite of all 
the wisdom of our statesmen, it is doubt- 
ful if on such a quarrel we could have 
gained that national momentum which 
might carry us to victory. But at that 
very moment Germany took a step which 
removed the last doubt from the most 
cautious of us and left us in a position 
where we must either draw our sword 
or stand forever dishonored and humili- 
ated before the world. The action de- 
manded of us was such a compound of 
cowardice and treachery that we ask 
ourselves in dismay what can we ever 
have done that could make others for 
one instant imagine us to be capable of 
so dastardly a course. Yet that it was 
really supposed that we could do it, and- 
that it was not merely put forward as 
an excuse for drawing us into war, is 
shown by the anger and consternation 
of the Kaiser and his Chancellor when 
we drew back from what the British 
Prime Minister had described as 
infamous proposal.” One has only to 
read our Ambassador’s description of his 
interview with the German Chancellor 
after our decision was announced, “so. 
evidently overcome by the news of our 
action,” to see that through some ex- 
traordinary mental aberration the Ger- 
man rulers did actually believe that a 
vital treaty with Britain’s signature 
upon it could be regarded by this coun- 
try as a mere “scrap of paper.” 


The Treaty of 1839. 


What was this treaty which it was 
proposed so lightly to set aside? It was 
the guarantee of the neutrality of Bel- 
gium signed in 1839 (confirmed verbally 
and in writing by Bismarck in 1870) by 


Sane os 


TO ARMS! 


137 


SSeS ee a ees 


- Prussia, France, and Britain, each of 
whom pledged their word to observe and 
to enforce it. On the strength of it Bel- 
gium had relied for her security amid 
her formidable neighbors. On the strength 

.of it also France had lavished all her 
defenses upon her eastern frontier, and 
left her northern exposed to attack. 
Britain had guaranteed the treaty, and 
Britain could be relied upon. Now, on 
the first occasion of testing the value of 
her word it was supposed that she would 
regard the treaty as a worthless scrap 
of paper, and stand by unmoved while the 
little State which had trusted her was 
flooded by the armies of the invader. It 
was unthinkable, and yet the wisest 
brains of Germany seem to have per- 
suaded themselves that we had sunk to 
such depths of cowardly indolence that 
even this might go through. Surely they 
also have been hpynotized by those fool- 
ish dreams of Britain’s degeneration, 


from which they will have so terrible an’ 


awakening. 


As a matter of fact the General Staff 
had got ahead of the diplomatists, and 
the German columns were already over 
the border while the point was being de- 
bated at Berlin. There was no retreat 
from the position which had been taken 
up. “It is to us a vital matter of strat- 
egy and is beyond argument,” said the 
German soldier. “It is to us a vital 
matter of honor and is beyond argu- 
ment,” answered the British statesman. 
The die was cast. No compromise was 
possible. Would Britain keep her word 
or would she not? That was the sole 
question at issue. And what answer save 
one could any Briton give to it? “Ido 
not believe,’ said our Prime Minister, 
“that any nation ever entered into a 
great controversy with a clearer con- 
science and stronger conviction that it 
is fighting, not for aggression, not for 
the maintenance of its own selfish inter- 
est, but in defense of principles the 
maintenance of which is vital to the civ- 
ilization of the world.” So he spoke, and 
history will indorse his words, for we 
surely have our quarrel just. 


* So much for the events which have 


led us to war. Now for a moment let us 
glance at what we may have to hope for, 
what we may have to fear, and, above all, 
what we must each of us do that we 
win through to a lasting peace. 

What have we to gain if we win? That 
we have nothing material to gain, no 
colonies which we covet, no possessions 
of any sort that we desire, is the final 
proof that the war has not been provoked 
by us. No nation would deliberately go 
out of its way to wage so hazardous and 
costly a struggle when there is no prize 
for victory. But one enormous indirect 
benefit we will gain if we can make Ger- 
many a peaceful and harmless State. We 
will surely break her naval power and 
take such steps that it shall not be a 
menace to us any more. It was this 
naval power, with its rapid increase and 
the need that we should ever, as Mr. 
Churchill has so well expressed it, be 
ready at our average moment to meet an 
attack at their chosen moment—it was 
this which has piled up our war estimates 
during the last ten years until they have 
bowed us dawn. With such enormous 
sums spent upon ships and guns, great 
masses of capital were diverted from the 
ordinary channels of trade, while an even 
more serious result was that our pro- 
grammes of social reform had to be cur- 
tailed from want of the money which 
could finance them. Let the menace of 
that lurking fleet be withdrawn—the 
nightmare of those thousand hammers 
working day and night in forging engines 
for our destruction—and our estimates 
will once again be those of a civilized 
Christian country, while our vast capital 
will be turned from measures of self- 
protection to those of self-improvement. 
Should our. victory be complete, there is 
little which Germany can yield to us save 
the removal of that shadow which has 
darkened us so long. But our children 
and our children’s children will never, if 
we do our work well now, look across the 
North Sea with the sombre thoughts 
which have so long been ours, while their 
lives will be brightened and elevated by 
money which we, in our darker days, 
have had to spend upon our ships and 
our guns. : 
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Consider, on the other hand, what we 
should suffer if we were to lose. All 
the troubles of the last ten years would 
be with us still, but in a greatly exagger- 
ated form. A larger and stronger Ger- 
many would dominate Europe and 
would overshadow our lives. Her coast 
line would be increased, her ports would 
face our own, her coaling stations would 
be in every sea, and her great army, 
greater then than ever, would be within 
striking distance of our shores. To avoid 
sinking forever into the condition of a 
dependant, we should be compelled to 
have recourse to rigid compulsory serv- 
ice, and our diminished revenues would 
be all turned to the needs of self-defense. 
Such would be the miserable condition in 
which we should hand on to our children 
that free and glorious empire which we 
inherited in all the fullness of its richness 
and its splendor from those strong 
fathers who have built it up. What 
peace of mind, what self-respect could 
be left for us in the remainder of our 
lives! The weight of dishonor would lie 
always upon our hearts. And yet this 
will be surely our fate and our future 
if we do not nerve our souls and- brace 
our arms for victory. No regrets will 
avail, no excuses will help, no after- 
thoughts can profit us. It is now—now 
—even in these weeks and months that 
are passing that the final reckoning is 
~ being taken, and when once the sum is 
made up no further effort can change it. 
What are our lives or our labors, our 
fortunes or even our families, when com- 
pared with the life or death of the great 
mother of us all? We are but the leaves 
of the tree. What matter if we flutter 
down today or tomorrow, so long as the 
great trunk stands and the burrowing 
roots are firm. Happy the man who can 
die with the thought that in this greatest 
crisis of all he has served his country to 
the uttermost, but who would bear the 
thoughts of him who lives on with the 
memory that he had shirked his duty 
and failed his country at the moment of 
her need? 

There is a settled and assured future 
if we win. There is darkness and trou- 
ble if we lose. But if we take a broader 


contest as they affect others than our- 
selves, then ever greater, more glorious 
are the issues for which we fight. For 
the whole world stands at a turning point 
of its history, and one or other of two 
opposite principles, the rule of the sol- - 
dier or the rule of the citizen, must now 
prevail. In this sense we fight for the 
masses of the German people, as some 
day they will understand, to free them 
from that formidable military caste 
which has used and abused them, spend- 
ing their bodies in an unjust war and 
poisoning their minds by every device 
which could inflame them against those 
who wish nothing save to live at peace 
with them. We fight for the strong, 
deep Germany of old, the Germany of 
music and of philosophy, against this 
monstrous modern aberration the Ger- 
many of blood and of iron, the Germany 
from which, instead of the old things of 
beauty, there come to us only the rant 
of scolding professors with their final 
reckonings, their Weltpolitik, and their 
Godless theories of the Superman who 
stands above morality and to whom all 
humanity shall be subservient. Instead 
of the world-inspiring phrases of a 
Goethe or a Schiller, what are the words 
in the last decade which have been quoted 
across the sea? Are they not always 
the ever-recurring words of wrath from 
one ill-balanced man? “Strike them 
with the mailed fist.” “Leave such a 
name behind you as Attila and his 
Huns.” “Turn your weapons even upon 
your own flesh and blood at my com- 
mand.” These are the messages which 
have come from this perversion of a na- 
tion’s soul. 


A Mighty Despotism. 

But the matter lies deep. The Hohen- 
zollerns and the Hapsburgs have used 
their peoples as a great landowner might 
use the serfs upon his estate. It was, 
and is, their openly expressed theory that 
they were in their position by the grace 
of God, that they owed no reckoning to 
any man, and that kingdom and folk 
were committed for better or worse to 
their charge. Round this theory of the 


sweep and trace the meanings of this - Dark Ages there gathered all the forces 
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of the many courts of the empire, all the 
nobility who make. so huge a class in 
Germanic countries, all the vast army to 


whom strict discipline and obedience were 
the breath of life, all the office-holders 
of the State, all the purveyors of warlike 
stores. These and their like were the 
natural setting to such a central idea. 
Court influence largely controlled the 
‘teaching at school and universities, and 
so the growing twig could be bent. But 
all these forces together could not have 
upheld so dangerous and unnatural a 
theory had it not been for the influence 
of a servile press. How that press was 
managed, how the thoughts of the people 
could be turned to the right or the left 
with the same precision as a platoon of 
grenadiers, has been shown clearly 
enough in the memoirs of Bismarck. 
Public opinion was poisoned at its very 
roots. The average citizen lived in a 
false atmosphere where everything was 
distorted to his vision. He saw his 
Kaiser, not as an essentially weak and 
impetuous man with a dangerous entour- 
age who were ever at his ear, but as 
Germany personified, an angel with a 
flaming sword, beating back envious as- 
sailants from the beloved Fatherland. He 
saw his neighbors not as peaceful nations 
who had no possible desire to attack him, 
but on the contrary lived in constant fear 
of him, but as a band of envious and 
truculent conspirators who could only be 
kept in order by the sudden stamp of the 
jackboot and the menacing clatter of 
the sabre. He insensibly imbibed the 
Neitzsche doctrine that the immorality 
of the Superman may be as colossal as 
his strength and that the slave-evangel 
of Christianity was superseded by a 
sterner law. Thus, when he saw acts 
which his reason must have told him 
were indefensible he was still narcotized 
by this conception of some new standard 
of right. He saw his Kaiser at the time 
of a petty humiliation to Great Britain 
sending a telegram of congratulation to 
the man who had inflicted this rebuff. 
Could that be approved by reason? Ata 
time when all Europe was shuddering 
over the Armenian massacres he saw this 
same Kaiser paying a complimentary 


visit to the Sultan whose hands were still 
wet with the blood of murdered Chris- 
tians. Could that be reconciled with what 
is right? A little later he saw the Kaiser 
once again pushing himself into Mediter- 
ranean politics, where no direct German 
interest lay, and endeavoring to tangle 
up the French developments in Northern 
Africa by provocative personal appear- 
ances at Morocco, and, later, by sending 
a gunboat to intrude upon a scene of ac- 
tion which had already by the Treaty of 
Algeciras been allotted to France. How 
could an honest German whose mind was 
undebauched by a controlled press justify 
such an interference as that? He is or 
should be aware that, in annexing Bosnia, 
Austria was tearing up a treaty without 
the consent of the other signatories, and 
that his own country was supporting and 
probably inciting her ally to this public 
breach of faith. Could he honestly think 
that this was right? And, finally, he 
must know, for his own Chancellor has 
publicly proclaimed it, that the invasion 
of Belgium was a breach of international 
right, and that Germany, or, rather, Prus- 
sia, had perjured herself upon the day 
that the first of her soldiers passed over 
the frontier. How can he explain all this 
to himself save on a theory that might 
is right, that no moral law applies to the 
Superman, and that so long as one hews 
one’s way through, the rest can matter 
little? To such a point of degradation 
have public morals been brought by the 
infernal teachings of Prussian military 
philosophy, dating back as far as 
Frederick II., but intensified by the 
exhortations of press and professors dur- 
ing our own times. The mind of the 
average kindly German citizen has been 
debauched and yet again debauched until 
it needed just such a world crisis as this 
to startle him at last from his obsession 
and to see his position and that of his 
country in its true relation with hu- 
manity and progress. 


The Final Stakes. 


Thus I say, that for the German who 
stands outside the ruling classes, our 
victory would bring a lasting relief, and 
some hope that in future his destiny 
should be controlled by his own judg- 
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ment and not by the passions or interests 
of those against whom he has at present 
no appeal. A system which has brought 
disaster to Germany and chaos to all 
Europe can never, one would think, be 
resumed, and amid the débris of his 
empire the German may pick up that 
precious jewel of personal freedom which 
is above the splendor of foreign conquest. 
A Hapsburg or a Hohenzollern may find 
his true place as the servant rather than 
the master of a nation. But apart from 
Germany, look at the effects which our 
victory must have over the whole wide 
world. Everywhere it will mean the 
triumph of reasoned democracy, of pub- 
lic dehate, of ordered freedom in which 
every man is an active unit in the sys- 
tem of his own Government, while our 
defeat would stand for a victory to a 
priviliged class, the thrusting down of 
the civilian by the arrogance and intol- 
erance of militarism, and the subjection 
of all that is human and progressive to 
all that is cruel, narrow, and reactionary. 
This is the stake for which we play, and 
the world will lose or gain as well as we. 
You may well come, you democratic over- 
sea men of our blood, to rally round us 
now, for all that you cherish, all that is 
bred in your very bones, is that for 


which we fight. And you, lovers of 
freedom in every land, we claim at least 
your prayers and your wishes, for if our 
sword be broken you will be the poorer. 
But fear not, for our sword will not be 
broken, nor shall it ever drop from our 
hands until this matter is forever set 
in order. If every ally we have upon 
earth were to go down in blood and ruin, 
still would we fight through to the ap- 
pointed end. Defeat shall not daunt us. 
Inconclusive victory shall not turn us 
from our purpose. The grind of poverty 
and the weariness of hopes deferred shall 
not blunt the edge of our resolve. With 
God’s help we shall go to the end, and 
when that goal is reached it is our prayer 
that a new era shall come as our re- 
ward, an era in which, by common action 
of State with State, mutual hatreds and 
strivings shall be appeased, land shall 
no longer be estranged from land, and 
huge armies and fleets will be night- 
mares of the past. Thus, as ever, the 
throes of eyil may give birth to good. 
Till then ovr task stands clear before 
us—a task that will ask for all we have 
in strength and resolution. Have you 
who read this played your part to the 
highest? If not, do it now, or stand 
forever shamed. 


Conan Doyle on British Militarism 


Early last year, in the course of some 
comments which I made upon the slight- 
ing remarks about our army by Gen. von 
Bernhardi, I observed: “It may be noted 
that Gen. von Bernhardi has a poor opin- 
ion of our troops. This need not trouble 
us. We are what we are, and words will 
not alter it. From very early days our 
soldiers have left their mark upon Con- 
tinental warfare, and we have no reason 
to think that we have declined from the 
manhood of our forefathers.’”’ Since then 
he has returned to the attack. 

With that curious power of coming 
after deep study to the absolutely dia- 
metrically wrong conclusion which the 
German expert, political or military, ap- 


pears to possess, he says in his “ War 
of Today ”: “The English Army, trained 
more for purposes of show than for 
modern war,” adding in the same sen- 
tence a sneer at our “inferior colonial 
levies.” 


He will have an opportunity of recon- 
sidering his views presently upon the 
fighting value of our oversea troops, and 
surely, so far as our own are concerned, 
he must already be making some inter- 
esting notes for his next edition, or, 
rather, for the learned volume upon 
“Germany and the Last War,” which 
will, no doubt, come from his pen. He is 
a man to whom we might well raise a 
statue, for I am convinced that his frank 
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confession of German policy has been 
worth at least an army corps to this 
country. We may address to him John 
Davidson’s lines to his enemy: 

Unwilling friend, let not your spite abate. 

Spur us with scorn and strengthen us with 

hate. 

There is another German gentleman 
who must be thinking rather furiously. 
He is a certain Col. Gadke, who ap- 
peared officially at Aldershot some years 
ago, was hospitably entertained, being 
shown all that he desired to see, and on 
his return to Berlin published a most 
deprecatory description of our forces. 
He found no good thing in them. I have 
some recollection that Gen. French 
alluded in a public speech to this critic’s 
remarks, and expressed a modest hope 
that he and his men would some day have 
the opportunity of showing how far they 
were deserved. Well, he has had his op- 
portunity, and Col. . Gadke, like so 
many other Germans, seems to have made 
a miscalculation. 


Germans Untried in War. 

An army which has preserved the ab- 
surd parade schritt, an exercise which 
is painful to the bystander, as he feels 
that it is making fools of brave men, 
must have a tendency to throw back to 
earlier types. These Germans have 
been trained in peace and upon the 
theory of books. In all that vast host 
there is hardly a man who has stood at 
the wrong end of a loaded gun. They 
live on traditions of close formations, 
vast cavalry charges, and other things 
which will not fit into modern warfare. 
Braver men do not exist, but it is the 
bravery of men who have been taught 
to lean upon each other, and not the cold, 
self-contained, resourceful bravery of the 
man who has learned to fight for his 
own hand. The British have had the 
teachings of two recent campaigns fought 
with modern weapons—that of the Tirah 
and of South Africa. Now that the re- 
serves have joined the colors there are 
few regiments which have not a fair 
sprinkling of veterans from these wars 
in their ranks. The Pathan and the Boer 
have been their instructors in something 
more practical than those imperial grand 


manoeuvres where the all-highest played 
with his puppets in such a fashion that 
one of his Generals remarked that the 
chief practical difficulty of a campaign 
so conducted would be the disposal of 
the dead. 


Boers and Pathans have been hard 
masters and have given many a slap to 
their admiring pupils, but the lesson has 
been learned. It was not show troops, 
General, who, with two corps, held five 
of your best day after day from Mons 
to Compiégne. It is no reproach to your 
valor, but you were up against men who 
were equally brave and knew a great 
deal more of the game. This must be- 
gin to break upon you, and will surely 
grow clearer as the days go by. We 
shall often in the future take the knock 
as well as give it, but you will not say 
that we are a slow army if you live to 
chronicle this war, nor will your imperial 
master be proud of the adjective which 
he has demeaned himself in using before 
his troops had learned their lesson. 


The South African Lesson. 


The fact is that the German Army, 
with all its great traditions, has been 
petrifying for many years back. They 
never learned the lesson of South Af- 
rica. It was not for want of having it 
expounded to them, for their military 
attache—“’im with the spatchcock on ’is 
’elmet,” as I heard him described by a 
British orderly—missed nothing of what 
occurred, as is evident from their of- 
ficial history of the war. And yet they 
missed it, and with all those ideas of in- 
dividual efficiency and elastic independ- 
ent formation which are the essence of 
modern soldiering. Their own more lib- 
eral thinkers were aware of it. Here 
are the words which were put into the 
mouth of Giintz, the representative of 
the younger school, in Beverlein’s famous 
novel: : 


“The organization of the German 
Army rested upon foundations which had 
been laid a hundred years ago. Since 
the great war they had never seriously 
been put to the proof, and during the 
last three decades they had only been al- 
tered in the most trifling details. In 
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three long decades! And in one of those 
decades the world at large had advanced 
as much as in the previous century. 


“Instead of turning this highly de- 
veloped intelligence to good account, they 
bound it hand and foot on the rack of 
an everlasting drill which could not have 
been more soullessly mechanical in the 
days of Frederick. It held them to- 
gether as an iron hoop holds together a 
cask, the dry staves of which would fall 
asunder at the first kick.” 


Lord Roberts has said that if ten 
points represent the complete soldier, 
eight should stand for his efficiency as 
a shot. The German maxim has rather 
been that eight should stand for his 
efficiency as a drilled marionette. It has 
been reckoned that about two hundred 
books a year appear in Germany upon 
military affairs, against about twenty in 
Britain. And yet, after all this expert 
debate, the essential point of all seems 
to have been missed—that in the end 
everything depends upon the man behind 
the gun, upon his hitting his opponent 
and upon his taking cover so as to avoid 
being hit himself. 

After all the efforts of the General 
Staff, the result when shown upon the 
field of battle has filled our men with 
a mixture of admiration and contempt— 
contempt for the absurd tactics and ad- 
miration for the poor devils who struggle 
on in spite of them. Listen to the voices 
of the men who are the real experts. 
Says a Lincolnshire Sergeant: “ They 
were in solid square blocks, and we 
couldn’t help hitting them.” Says Private 
Tait (Second Essex): “ Their rifle shoot- 
ing is rotten. I don’t believe they could 
hit a haystack at 100 yards.” “They 
are rotten shots with their rifles,” says 
an Oldham private. “They advance in 
close column, and you simply can’t help 
hitting them,” writes a Gordon High- 
lander. “ You would have thought it was 
a big crowd streaming out from a cup 
tie,’ says Private Whitaker of the 
Guards. “It was like a farmer’s ma- 
chine cutting grass,’ so it seemed to 
Private Hawkins of the Coldstreams. 
“No damned good as riflemen,” says a 
Connemara boy. “You couldn’t help 


hitting them. ‘As to their rifle fire, it 
was useless.” “They shoot from the 
hip, and don’t seem to aim at anything 
in particular.” 


Not Books That Count. 


These are the opinions of the prac- 
tical men upon the field of battle. 
Surely a poor result from the 200 vol- 
umes a year and all the weighty labors 
of the General Staff! “ Artillery nearly 
as good as our own, rifle fire beneath 
contempt.” That is the verdict. How 
will the well-taught parade schritt avail 
them when it comes to a stricken field? 

But let it not seem as if this were 
meant for disparagement. We should 
be sinking to the Kaiser’s level if we 
answer his “contemptible little army ” 
by pretending that his own troops are 
anything but a very formidable and big 
army. They are formidable in numbers, 
formidable, too, in their patriotic devo- 
tion, in their native courage, and in the 
possession of such material, such great 
cannon, aircraft, machine guns, and ar- 
mored cars as none of the Allies can 
match. They have every advantage 
which a nation would be expected to have 
when it has known that war was a cer- 
tainty, while others have only treated it 
as a possibility. There is a minuteness 
and earnestness of preparation which are 
only possible for an assured event. But 
the fact remains, and it will only be 
brought out more clearly by the Em- 
peror’s unchivalrous phrase, that in ev- 
ery arm the British have already shown 
themselves to be the better troops. Had 
he the Froissart spirit within him he 
would rather have said: “ You have to- 
day a task which is worthy of you. You 
are faced by an army which has a high 
repute and a great history. There is real 
glory to -be won today.” Had he said 
this then, win or lose, he would not have 
needed to be ashamed of his own words— 
the words of ungenerous spirit. 


It is a very strange thing how German 
critics have taken for granted that the 
British Army had deteriorated, while the 
opinion of all those who were in close 
touch with it was that it was never so 
good. Even some of the French experts 
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made the same mistake, and Gen. Bon- 
nat counseled his countrymen not to rely 
upon it, since “it would take refuge amid 
its islands at the first reverse.” One 
would think that the cause which makes 
for its predominance were obvious. Apart 
from any question of national spirit there 
is the all-important fact that the men 
are there of their own free will, an ad- 
vantage which I trust that we shall 
never be compelled to surrender. Again, 
the men are of longer service in every 
arm, and they have far more opportuni- 
ties of actual fighting than come to any 
other force. Finally they are divided into 
regiments with centuries of military 
glories streaming from their banners, 
which carry on a mighty tradition. The 
very words the Guards, the Rifles, the 
Connaught Rangers, the Buffs, the 
Scots Greys, the Gordons, sound like 
bugle calls. How could an army be any- 
thing but dangerous which had such 
units in its line of battle? ” 


History Repeating Itself. 

And yet there remains the fact that 
both enemies and friends are surprised 
at our efficiency. This is no new phe- 
nomenon. Again and again in the course 
of history the British armies have had 
to win once more the reputation which 
had been forgotten. Continentals have 
always begun by refusing to take them 
seriously. Napoleon, who had never met 
them in battle, imagined that their un- 
broken success was due to some weak- 
ness in his Marshals rather than in any 
excellence of the troops. “At last I 
have them, these English,” he exclaimed 
as he gazed at the thin, red line at 
Waterloo. “ At last they have me, these 
English,” may have been his thought 
that evening as he spurred his horse out 
of the débacle. Foy warned him of the 
truth. ‘The British infantry is the 
devil,” said he. “ You think so because 
you were beaten by them,” cried Na- 
poleon. Like von Kluck or von Kluck’s 
master, he had something to learn. 

Why this continual depreciation? It 
may be that the world pays so much 
attention to our excellent right arm that 
it cannot give us credit for having a 
very serviceable left as well. Or it may 


be that they take seriously those jere- 
miads over our decay which are charac- 
teristic of our people, and very espe- 
cially of many of our military thinkers. 
I have never been able to understand 
why they should be of so pessimistic a 
turn of mind, unless it be a sort of ex- 
altation of that grumbling which has 
always been the privilege of the old sol- 
dier. Croker narrates how he met 
Wellington in his later years, and how 
the Iron Duke told him that he was glad 
he was so old, as he would not live to 
see the dreadful military misfortunes 
which were about to come to his coun- 
try. Looking back, we can see no rea- 
son for such pessimism as this. Above 
all, the old soldier can never make any 
allowance for the latent powers which 
lie in civilian patriotism and valor. Only 
a year ago I had a long conversation 
with a well-known British General, in 
which he asserted with great warmth 
that in case of an Anglo-German war 
with France involved the British public 
would never allow a trained soldier to 
leave these islands. He is at the front 
himself and doing such good work that 
he has little time for reminiscence, but 
when he has he must admit that he un- 
derrated the nerve of his countrymen. 


Assurance Beneath Pessimism. 


And yet under the pessimism of such 
men as he there is a curious contradic- 
tory assurance that there are no troops 
like our own. The late Lord Goschen 
used to tell a story of a letter that he 
had from a Captain in the navy at the 
time when he was First Lord. This Cap- 
tain’s ship was lying alongside a foreign 
cruiser in some port, and he compared 
in his report the powers of the two ves- 
sels. Lord Goschen said that his heart 
sank as he read the long catalogue of 
points in which the British ship was in- 
ferior—guns, armor, speed—until he 
came to the postscript, which was: “I 
think I could take her in twenty 
minutes.” 

With all the grumbling of our old sol- 
diers, there is always some reservation 
of the sort at the end of it. Of course. 
those who are familiar with our ways of 
getting things done would understand 
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that a good deal of the croaking is a 
means of getting our little army in- 
creased, or at least preventing its being 
diminished. But whatever the cause, the 
result has been the impression abroad of 
a “contemptible little army.” Whatever 
surprise in the shape of 17-inch howit- 
zers or 900-foot Zeppelins the Kaiser may 
have for us, it is a safe prophecy that it 
will be a small matter compared to that 
which Sir John French and his men will 
be to him. 

But above all I look forward to the 
development of our mounted riflemen. 
This I say in no disparagement of our 
cavalry, who have done so magnificently. 
But the mounted rifleman is a peculiarly 
British product—British and American— 
with a fresh edge upon it from South 


Africa. I am most curious to see what 
a division of these fellows will make of 
the Uhlans. It is good to see that al- 
ready the old banners are in the wind, 
Lovat’s Horse, Scottish Horse, King Ed- 
ward’s Horse, and the rest. All that 
cavalry can do will surely be done by our 
cavalry. But I have always held, and I 
still very strongly hold, that the mounted 
rifleman has it in him to alter our whole 
conception of warfare, as the mounted 
archer did in his day; and now in this 
very war will be his first great chance 
upon a large scale. Ten thousand well- 
mounted, well-trained riflemen, young 
officers to lead them, all broad Germany, 
with its towns, its railways and its mag- 
azines before them—there lies one more 
surprise for the doctrinaires of Berlin. 


The Need of Being Merciless 


By Maurice Maeterlinck. 
From The London Daily Mail. 


At these moments of tragedy none 
should be allowed to speak who cannot 
shoulder a rifle, for the written word 
seems so monstrously useless and so over- 
whelmingly trivial in face of this mighty 
drama that will for a long time and 
maybe forever free mankind from the 
scourge of war—the one scourge among 
all that cannot be excused and that can- 
not be explained, since alone among all 
scourges it issues entirely from the 
hands of man, 


But it is while this scourge is upon us 
—while we have our being in its very 
centre—that we shall do well to weigh 
the guilt of those who committed this 
inexpiable crime. It is now, when we 
are in the awful horror, undergoing and 
feeling it, that we have the energy and 
clearsightedness needed to judge it. 
From the depths of the most fearful 
injustice justice is best perceived. When 
the hour shall have come for settling 
accounts—it will not be long delayed— 
we shall have forgotten much of what 


we have suffered and a censurable pity 
will creep over us and cloud our eyes. 


Will Seek Sympathy. 


This is the moment, therefore, for us 
to frame our inexorable resolution. After 
the final victcry, when the enemy is 
crushed—as crushed as he will be—ef- 
forts will be made to enlist our sym- 
pathy. We shall be told that the unfort- 
unate German people are merely the vic- 
tims of their monarch and their feudal 
caste; that no blame attaches to the 
Germany we know that is so sympathetic 
and cordial—the Germany of quaint old 
houses and open-hearted greetings; the 
Germany that sits under its lime trees 
beneath the clear light of the moon—but 
only to Prussia, hateful, arrogant Prus- 
sia; that homely, peace-loving Bavaria, 
the genial, hospitable dwellers on the 
banks of the Rhine, the Silesian and 
Saxon—I know not who besides—have 
merely obeyed and been compelled to 
obey orders they detested, but were un- 
able to resist. 
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We are in the face of reality now. Let 
us look at it well and pronounce our 
sentence, for this is the moment when 
we hold the proofs in our hands; when 
the elements of the crime are hot before 
us and should out—the truth that will 
soon fade from our memory. Let us tell 
ourselves now therefore that all we shall 
be told hereafter will be false. Let us 
unflinchingly adhere to what we decide 
at this moment when the glare of the 
horror is on us. 


No Degrees of Guilt. 


It is not true that in this gigantic 
crime there are innocent and guilty or 
degrees of guilt. They stand on one 
level, all who have taken part. The Ger- 
man from the north has no more especial 
craving for blood than the German from 
the south has especial tenderness and 
pity. It is very simple. It is the Ger- 
man from one end of the country to the 
other who stands revealed as a beast of 
prey that the firm will of our planét 
finally repudiates. We have here no 
wretched slaves dragged along by a 
tyrant King who alone is responsible. 
Nations have the Government they de- 
serve, or rather the Government they 
have is truly no more than a magnified 
public projection of the private morality 
and mentality of the nation. 

If eighty million innocent people 
merely expose the inherent falseness and 
superficiality of their innocence—and it 
is a monster they maintain at their head 
who stands for all that is true in their 
nature, because it is he who represents 
the eternal aspirations of their race, 
which lie far deeper than their apparent 
transient virtues—let there be no sug- 
gestion of error, of intelligent people 
having been tricked and misled. No 


nation can be deceived that does not wish . 


to be deceived. It is not intelligence that 
Germany lacks. In the sphere of intel- 
lect such things are not possible, nor in 
the region of the enlightened, reflecting 
will. No nation permits herself to be 
coerced into the one crime man cannot 
pardon. It is of her own accord she has- 
tens toward it. Her chief has no need 
to persuade. It is she who urges him on. 


We have forces here quite different 
from those on the surface—forces that 
are secret, irresistible, profound. It is 
these we must judge, must crush under 
heel once for all, for they are the only 
ones that will not be improved, softened 
or brought into line by experience, 
progress, or even the bitterest lesson. 
They are unalterable, immovable. Their 
springs lie far beneath hope or influence. 
They must be destroyed as we destroy a 
nest of wasps, since we know these never 
can change into a nest of bees. 


Even though individually and singly 
Germans are all imnocent and merely led 
astray, they are none the less guilty in 
mass. This is the guilt that counts— 
that alone is actual and real, because it 
lays bare underneath their superficial 
innocence, the subconscious criminality 
of all. No influence can prevail on the 
unconscious or subconscious. It never 
evolves. Let there come a thousand years 
of civilization, a thousand years of peace, 
with all possible refinements, art, and 
education, the German spirit which is its 
underlying element will remain absolutely 
the same as today and would declare it- 
self when the opportunity came under 
the same aspect with the same infamy. 


Through the whole course of history 
two distinct will-powers have been no- 
ticed that would seem to be the oppos- 
ing elemental manifestations of the 
spirit of our globe, one seeking only 
evil, injustice, tyranny, suffering, the 
other strives for liberty, right, radiance, 
joy. These two powers stand once again 
face to face. Our opportunity is to an- 
nihilate the one that comes from below. 
Let us know how to be pitiless that we 
have no more need for pity. It is the 
measures of organic defense—it is es- 
sential that the modern world should 
stamp out Prussian militarism as _ it 
would stamp out a poisonous fungus that 
for half a century had poisoned its days. 
The health of our planet is the question. 
Tomorrow the United States and Europe 
will have to take measures for the con- 
valescence of the earth. 


Letters to Dr. Nicholas Murray Butler 


By Baron d’Estournelles de Constant. 


Dr. Nicholas Murray Butler, President of 
Columbia University, has permitted TH» 
New York Times to have the extracts printed 
herewith from letters sent to him since the 
beginning of the war by Baron d’Estournelles 
de Constant, Senator of France, and Member 
of the International Court at The Hague. 


First Letter. 


PARIS, Aug. 15, 1914—* * * To- 
day I am full of grief to feel myself im- 
potent before the murderous conflicts 
now going on in Belgium and at a num- 
ber of points on our northern and eastern 
frontiers, while awaiting the great battles 
and hecatombs which will follow; my 
thought is full of these terrible calami- 
ties willfully brought about; so many 
precious lives already wiped out or soon 
to be; so much avoidable mourning which 
one neither can nor wishes now to avoid! 

In France there is not a single family 
which has not given without hesitation 
all its children of military age to fight 
for the repulse of the invader. All the 
men from Créans, of ages 20 to 48 years, 
have gone, with one exception, and he is 
now going; and meanwhile no work has 
ceased because of their absence. In all 
the communes, in all the hamlets of the 
whole of France, the women, the children, 
and the men over 48 have assumed all 
duties, in particular the gathering of the 
harvests, which I see already finished as 
in normal times. * * * , 

When one thinks that Servia alone, 
even though exhausted by two atrocious 
wars, is sufficient to hold in check im- 
perial Austria; when one sees Italy re- 
main neutral, and in reality hostile to 
Austria, and Russia open slowly, inex- 
orably, her reservoir of men, resources, 
and infinite energy on the eastern fron- 
tier of Germany, one asks truly if the 
Pan-Germanists have not been the veri- 
table plague of God for their country; the 
Fatherland, which men like Goethe, Kant, 
and Beethoven had made so cultured, so 
glorious, and which asked only to live 


and to prosper, the Pan-Germanists have 
isolated only to deliver it to the execra- 
tion of the world. It was the same in 
France formerly, when she ceded to 
chauvinistic influences. 


Second Letter. 


PARIS, Sept. 3, 1914. 
May you never witness such 
calamities as have fallen upon Europe. 
The visions of horror, which formerly 
we evoked in order to terrify the world 
and to try to conjure them away, are 
now surpassed; and we are only at the 
commencement of the war! The trains, 
thronged with youth and enthusiasm, 
which I saw leave are now returning 
crowded with the wounded. They have 
filled all the hospitals, the barracks 
which had been left empty, the lyceums, 
and the schools throughout France. In 
but a few days they have arrived every- 
where in the south, the west and the 
centre of the country. At La Fléche 
alone we have five improvised hospitals 
with 1,200 beds. Créans is a hospital 
annex, and so it is in all the villages and 
in the dwellings which can provide one 
or more beds. The wounded who occupy 
these beds are happy, very happy. One 
of them, who has only a broken leg, but 
who thinks of the thousands of his com- 
rades who remain wounded upon the 
fields of battle, said to me, “I am in 
heaven.” * * * 


The worst of all, (I have always said 
it, but it is even worse than I had 
thought,) the worst is that each of the 
combatants, for the most part incapable 
of cruelty under ordinary conditions, is 
now devoted to the horrible work of 
hatred and of reprisal; and even more 
than the combatants, their children, their 
orphans, all those who are to remain in 
mournine, —t—* + 


* * * 


As far as France is concerned, our first 
reverses have served to exalt the national 
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“spirit and to fortify the unanimous reso- 
lution to conquer or to die. It is im- 
portant that this be well understood in 
the United Stetes and that it be given 
due consideration if it is desired to inter- 


vene without irritating the most noble 


SCLUPLeSsaes al 

It is the Prussian military system of 
domination with its contagion which has 
done the harm and which ought to disap- 
pear, and that system itself is the fruit 
of Napoleonic imperialism. The strug- 
gle is always, and more now than ever, 
between imperialism and liberty, be- 
tween force and right. May you in the 
United States profit by this lesson, so 
that you may avoid falling into the Euro- 
pean error. * * * It is barbarity 
triumphant. But that triumph will be 
only momentary, and all agree at the 
conclusion of this terrible drama on hav- 
ing a United States of Europe with dis- 
armament, or at least with armaments 
limited to a collective police force. 


Third Letter. 

PARIS, Sept. 8, 1914. 

* * * You have comprehended that 
France is struggling for justice and 
peace. Be sure that she will resist even 
to the last man, with the certainty that 
she is defending not herself alone but 
also civilization. Never have I sus- 
pected to what degree of savagery man 
can be degraded by unrestrained violence. 
I had believed that the world could never 
again see the time of the Massacre of 
the Innocents; I deceived myself; we 
have returned to ‘barbarity, and the 
Prussian Army leaves us no alternative 
between victory and extermination; 
should she become mistress of Paris, 
which I doubt, and of the half of France, 
she will find the other half which will 
bury her under its ruins. * * * 

The English troops march on our roads, 
stop at Clermont-Créans! Oh, miracle! 
I see among my compatriots the worst 
chauvinists, those who openly desire for 
me the fate of Jaurés, those who fought 
me in 1902 with cries of “Fashoda” or 
“ Chicago,” hasten to meet the English 
soldiers in order to aid and acclaim them, 
in this country still full of the memories 
and the ruins of the hundred years’ war! 


It is because the English troops are also 
defending the land of liberty, theirs as 
ours and as yours. Every one except 
the Prussians comprehend this, and this 
it is which exalts their souls! * * * 


The whole misfortune, I repeat, is the 
result of the crime committed forty-three 
years ago, the crime which we accepted 
to avoid recommencing the war. Our 
resignation has not sufficed; it has not 
caused the trouble to disappear; the Ger- 
man Government has none the less been 
obliged to confirm it each day. The mis- 
fortune. has been the forcible annexation 
of Alsace-Lorraine. For that the Ger- 
mans are paying today; for that they will 
pay until they have made atonement for 
their fault. In this regard France is 
irreproachable; she has resisted the 
chauvinists; our general elections, the 
conferences of Berne and of Basle, have 
proved that, far from seeking revenge, 
she wished by mutual concessions to ar- 
rive worthily at reconciliation in peace. 

The Germans are paying today for 
their fault of 1870-71, because that fault 
has corrupted and poisoned them. I have 
said it a thousand times. In order to 
keep those two unfortunate provinces 
under their domination it has been neces- 
sary for them to use force, to institute a 
régime of force. * * * It has been 
necessary to prevent revolts by repres- 
sive measures, as at Saverne, which have 
disgusted, and even disquieted, the whole 
world; that ignominious brutality be- 
come sovereign mistress, by the force of 
circumstances, even against the will of 
the Kaiser and against the protestation 
of all the élite of Germany, of such men 
as Zorn, Forster, Nippold, and Bebel, has 
ended by being a menace and a danger 
to Germany itself. All this is connected, 
and, whatever happens, Germany can- 
not emerge victorious from a war which 
is itself but the logical result of the 
abuse of her victories. She cannot con- 
quer civilization; it is impossible. * * * 

Comprehend this well, repeat it, pub- 
lish it if you wish; France, Belgium, and 
England may suffer check after check; 
they are prepared for this, they expect it, 
but they will not be discouraged. The 
German armies may exhaust themselves 


148. THE NEW YORK TIMES CURRENT HISTORY OF THE WAk 


uselessly in killing, burning, and destroy- 
ing. They will destroy themselves in the 
end. Our national policy is to take them 
in their own trap and to wear them out. 


The day of reckoning is coming, when 


the inexorable advance of the Slavic race, 


always increasing in numbers—it little 
matters whether it is well or badly organ- 
ized—will come from the rear to attack 
the Germans at the time when they are 
confident of victory and to drown them 
in the floods of blood which they have 
caused to flow; terrible punishment for 
a war which we and our friends have 
done everything to prevent. The victims 
of this punishment will be at least a half 
million of French, Belgians, and English- 
men, together with a whole nation which 
desired peace as we did, but which has 
allowed herself to be misled by a Gov- 
ernment mad enough to wish to reconcile 
the irreconcilable, namely, the mainte- 
nance of peace and the spirit of conquest. 
May this punishment at least begin an 
era of new peace! Alas! how may we 
hope for this when we see the human 
beast awakening in a delirium of furv 
and getting beyond our control to destroy 
the masterpieces of human genius. 


Fourth Letter. 


PARIS, Sept. 11, 1914. 

The Germans appear to have compre- 
hended that the atrocities which have 
bitterly aggravated the remorseless vio- 
lation of Belgian neutrality have only 
aroused general indignation, and have at 
the same time exasperated the opposing 
nations and armies. Contrary to the 
tales which appear in the sensational 
journals, which are naturally as eager 
today to embitter the war as they were 
formerly to bring it about, I am assured 
that the German armies in France are 
repudiating the unworthy excesses of the 
beginning of the campaign and are re- 
specting life and private property. This 
will alleviate the horrors of the war, but 
France nevertheless will place no limit 
on the sacrifices which she will make. 
She will wear out the German Army and 
destroy it, day after day, in continuous 
avvleSs cet ete 

The Belgians with us at Clermont- 
Créans, instead of being a burden, as I 


2 


had feared, are making themselves use- 
ful. They are very welcome. They are 
gradually recognized and appreciated as 
estimable people, and are employed in 
the homes and farms and fields. We 
should like to have more of them. 
How we shall regret them when they 
leave! * * * 


The German Emperor must stand 
either as a pacifist or as a conqueror. 
He cannot pass as both. All the re- 
sults which may follow this war could 
well have been obtained in peace by a 
general effort of good-will. On the other 
hand, the legacy of the war will be end- 
less rancor, hatred, reprisal, and sav- 
agery. When it shall be understood that, 
in spite of Governments and Parliaments, 
the war has been, in large part, excited 
by the manoeuvres of an international 
band of the dealers in military supplies 
and by their all-powerful newspapers, 
when it shall be thoroughly compre- 
hended that these dealers and _ these 
newspapers have played with rumors of 
war as with a scarecrow, for the pur- 
pose of keeping up a general condition 
of disquiet favorable to their sinister op- 
erations, then, too late, alas! there will 
be a revulsion of public opinion to sus- 
tain finally those men, like our friends, 
who have urged arbitration rather than 
war, and conciliation rather than arbi- 
tration. 


* * * More than ever our motto, 


“Pro patria per orbis concordiam,” will 
be that of every good patriot who wishes 
to develop the internal prosperity of his 
country through friendly foreign rela- 
tions. * * * More than a century ago 
you Americans condemned and executed 
British imperialism; subsequently Europe 
condemned and executed Napoleonic im- 
perialism; Europe is now going to con- 
demn and execute Germanic imperialism; 
profit by this threefold lesson.to make 
an end of imperialism in your country, 
and by your good example to render to 
Europe an incalculable service. 

Such an example will be more effica- 
cious than overhasty or superficial inter- 
vention, however well intentioned it 
might be. Above all, beware of offering 
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aid to Europe in a spirit of opportunism 
rather than of high principle. Especial- 
ly, do not try to take advantage of some 
circumstances in order to urge a lame and 
ephemeral peace. Public opinion will be 
bitterly divided if the war is brought to 
an end merely by lassitude and a desire 
for comfort. Public opinion will accept 
only a peace inspired with high ideals, 
without needless humiliation for the con- 
quered, and equally without sacrifice of 
any principles which have brought to- 
gether the anti-German coalition. 


The war itself, however atrocious it 
has been and still may be, will have been 
only a commencement, the beginning of 
continual wars into which the New 
World will be drawn, if we do not leave 
the desire of life and the means of liv- 
ing to Germany, conquered but still alive. 
It is possible to conquer and to extermi- 
nate armies, but it is not possible to ex- 
terminate a nation of 70,000,000 people. 
It will then be necessary to make a place 
for Germany which will permit the exer- 
cise of her fecund activity in the strug- 
gle of universal competition. If we yield 
to the temptation to make an end of 
German competition, we shali neither end 
the competition nor shall we end war. 


For years I have repeated this to our 
English friends who were intoxicated 
with the theories of Chamberlain. I see 
without surprise but with sorrow that 
serious journals of London and Paris 
spread before the eyes of their readers 
the absurd idea that this war will kill the 
German foreign commerce, while the 
English and French production will be 
enriched without a rival, and consequent- 
ly without effort. Place should be made 
for Germany from Berlin to Vienna in 
the organization of a general European 
confederation which will give full satis- 
faction to Italy at Trieste, will install 
the Turkish Government in Asia, will 
bring about an agreement between the 
Christian Balkan States, and give the 
free disposal of their destinies to Poland, 
Denmark, Finland, Hungary, Rumania, 
and Alsace-Lorraine. 

In this manner the worst problems on 
which general peace depends would be 
solved, and with these problems that of 


armaments, which it would no longer 
be dangerous nor humiliating to reduce 
if the general reduction, extending even 
to Japan and seconded by all the repub- 
lics of the New World, were agreed to 
by all. Certainly such an agreement 
would be difficult to develop; it would 
terrify the diplomats, but outside of such 
an agreement I see in perspective noth- 
ing but perpetual war, internal revolu- 
tion, and general ruin. 


Fifth Letter. 


PARIS, Sept. 18, 1914. 

* %* * The pride of an empire may 
not be crushed without a bitter struggle. 
The German Government has at its dis- 
position the live force of a young and 
growing people. However, the day is 
coming when that people, aware that 
they have been deceived, will be able to 
repudiate their Government, just as the 
French people did after Sedan. Mean- 
while the German armies have stopped 
their retreat in order to form a new line 
of resistance. But to what good? This 
line will be overthrown, and in the end’ 
the German Army will be obliged to 
retreat in disorder and again to cross 
the land whick it has laid waste. 


The true difficulties, in my opinion, 
are going to commence when the con- 
quered Germans must submit to the con- 
ditions made by the conquerors. The 
victors will be able to agree, I believe, to 
stop the war and to dictate conditions. 
But will they agree to make these condi- 
tions moderate? That is the question. 
At that moment even France will be far 
from unanimous, as she has been unani- 
mous in defending herself. France is 
of one opinion on these principal points: 


1. Alsace-Lorraine ought to be liber- 
ated at last, free to return to France; 
her rights ought to be respected and 
recognized. Such liberation should ex- 
tend as far as possible to every country 
in Europe whose right has been violated. 

2. We must make an end of ruinous 
armed peace, invented, so it was said, to 
prevent war, but which has made war 
inevitable. German militarism must be 
crushed unless it is again to become a 
menace and give the signal for another 
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competition of armaments. This peace 
will be only a truce, a sinister comedy, 
unless it is crowned by a general con- 
vention of disarmament, to which Ger- 
many must subscribe with all the others 
and before all the others. 

3. Arbitration, conciliation, all the 
means already provided for amicable ad- 
justment, and if possible for the pre- 
- yention of international conflicts, should 
be organized on a more solid and more 
definite basis than in the past, with the 
sanction, or at least the maximum of 
necessary precautions, of a federated 
Europe. All which we have done at The 
Hague, far from being lost, will serve as 
a foundation for the building of a pa- 
cific federation. 

On these three points one may 
prophesy a unanimity almost complete; 
but the division will begin when it comes 
to distinguishing between Germany and 
the empire, between the German people 
who have a right to live and the German 
Empire which opposed the right to live; 
the division will begin when some de- 
mand the humiliation of Germany, others 
the ruin of her colonies, and of her very 
life. France, who has defended peace, 
will, I am sure, also defend justice; but 
justice will not triumph without diffi- 
culty. And it is here that the United 
States will render great service, if the 
United States has preserved, as one can 
see so clearly in the Mexican crisis, her 
moral authority and disinterestedness. 

In the cuttings from the American 
papers which you have sent me I have 
read with great disquietude an article 
which says that, after all, the United 
States “will be the beneficiary of the 
European war.” This article claims that 
the United States may profit very easily 
by this war to take away from Germany 
her commerce in the three Americas, &c. 
It is a dangerous form of reasoning, 
which, however, is not new. 

If war has attracted ardent partisans 
it is because it appeals to the tempera- 
ment of many people, it flatters their 
self-pride, but also it serves their inter- 
ests. I have never understood it as I 
do at present. I see, for example, the 
town of Mons enriching itself through 


the war; cafés, restaurants, the hotels, 
are unable to accommodate all who come 
to them; the farmers are seen disputing 
about their products. There are also the 
military requisitions by which one can 
profit in getting rid of an old horse, of a 
wagon, an automobile, &c.; there are the 
butchers, the bakers, the dealers in cut- 
lery, &c., who have never had so many 
purchasers; the furnishers of materials 
for the hospitals, pharmacists, ortho- 
pedists, &e. 

Add to these an immense number of 
furnishers of military supplies, not only 
those who sell cannon, arms, and ammu- 
nition, but the accessories, the uniforms, 
material for the transports, and for the 
administrative work, &c. They are legion. 
Add to these all the combatants who have 
been promised positions as _ officers, 
Colonels, Generals. * * * Napoleon I. 
gave titles and honors. * * * You will 
understand that after the war, if there is 
an infinite number of unfortunates who 
mourn and who are ruined by the war, 
there are others, on the contrary, who 
have profited very well, who have en- 
riched themselves and been raised to a 
privileged, fortunate class, who will find 
it quite natural to demand war or whose 
children will demand it later; while the 
mass of unfortunates, without strength, 
without resources, without protection, 
will need years to reconquer in peace the 
rights which they legally enjoyed before 
the war, and which the war suddenly 
took from them. 

If to this class, more powerful than 
numerous, of natural partisans of the 
war in Europe you are going to add the 
American partisans of the European war, 
you will commit a grave fault, for the 
Americans have more than ever every- 
thing to gain by peace and all to lose in 
war, which they will not be able to limit 
if it breaks out again in the world. — 

The truth is that the Americans evi- 
dently gain in the war, but. they lose 
more. Europe is something else to them | 
than a market over which to dispute, she 
is a reservoir of experiences, good and 
bad, but of experiences which you cannot 
do without. To wish for the continuation 
of the war in Europe or even to take 


LETTERS TO DR. NICHOLAS MURRAY BUTLER 


151 


sides with it as a sort of half evil is for 
the Americans a crime, a sort of suicide; 
that would be to applaud the destruction 
of models which civilization seems to 
have collected for your edification and 
for your development. Later, the United 
States can do without many of these 
lessons which she learns from Europe, 
but she will always have need of the in- 
spiration of the masterpieces of our 
civilization. It is only a barbarous rea- 
soning which allows one to see in the 
European war profit for the United 
States; it is a loss, a mourning, a shame 
for the whole world, and particularly for 
the free countries which are the guides 
of other peoples and which can only ful- 
fill their mission in times of peace. 


I have often heard the profits of war 
discussed. The undertakers of impres- 
sive funeral services can also congratu- 
late themselves over catastrophes. <A 
railroad accident which puts an entire 
country in mourning can enrich them. 
The most murderous battles bring profit 
in the final reconing to somebody, if it 
is only to the jackals and the crows; but 
it is the whole of a country, and for the 
United States it is the whole world, 
which must be considered, and the more 
the whole world prospers the more will 
the United States find friends, collabo- 
rators, and clients. The more the world 
is troubled, on the contrary, the more 
commerce and general activities will suf- 
fer from it, without mention of the de- 
velopment of instruction and of the 
progress of human thought, which will 
be paralyzed. / 


I have been surprised to see a serious 
American paper bring up these old ques- 
tions for discussion, and I conclude that 
we are going to feel in Europe the result 
of our errors. It is going to be necessary 
to find money to fill up the financial gulf 
which we dig each day under our feet 
without realizing it; a gulf twice made, 
by the billions which it has been neces- 
sary to spend for the war, by the billions 
of ordinary income which must now go 
by default. We cannot reasonably ex- 
pect that Germany will be able to pay 
all the deficits in France, England, Rus- 
sia, Belgium, and Japan; she will have 


no longer her foreign commerce; her mis- 
ery is going to be frightful; it will be 
necessary then that each of the adver- 
saries which she has so rashly provoked 
limit his demands; we must ourselves 
limit her ruin unless our own credit shall 
be ruined also. 


In a word, there are two victories 
equally difficult for the Allies to win: 
the first over Germany, the second over 
themselves. Let us prepare ourselves to 
the uttermost and with all the authority 
which we can husband to facilitate the 
first here, and from your side as well as 
from ours, the second. To make war 
there is the first difficulty; but to finish 
well, that is what makes me anxious for 
the future. 


Sixth Letter. 


PARIS, Sept. 24, 1914. 

In spite of all, unity of purpose is 
maintained among the Allies as well as 
among Frenchmen. I say in spite of all, 
because at Berlin this was hardly be- 
lieved possible at the beginning of the 
war. ' f 

* %* * All the men have left Créans; 
my farm is empty, and as I told you, 
the work is accomplished just the same. 
Means are found to feed the wounded 
English, becoming more and more numer- 
ous, the wounded Belgians and the prison- 
ers. At the mill the miller’s wife has 
four sons and a son-in-law in the army. 
I went to see her; not a tear, she looked 
straight before her absorbed in her work 
and said only “It is necessary.” She 
continues her work as yesterday, as al- 
ways, only with more energy and serious- 
ness than formerly, with the purpose to 
accomplish double. 

Meanwhile in spite of lack of news, we 
are beginning to learn that many sons, 
husbands, fathers, and brothers whom we 
saw go away will never return. Each 
day a few of the wounded are buried, 
and so it is in all the communities in the 
country which are not occupied by the 
Germans. In every town, village, home, 
and heart the national tribulations have 
their local echo. 

If all France were victim of a catas- 
trophe of nature, an earthquake, a con- 
flagration, or a flood, the country would 
be crushed; but, no, the contrary is now 
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true, for the present catastrophe has been 
brought about by an evil will and each 
one comprehends that this will, if left 
free to act, will continue to do evil until 
it has been crushed. We have neither 
the time nor the wish to complain; we 
bag item ene ee erent 

The people, all those who are now de- 
voted to my policy, to our policy, remain 
more faithful than ever. They keep 
silent awaiting the end of the war and 
knowing well that in fact it is not so 
much a question of Germany as of Ger- 
man reaction, German imperialism, and 
German militarism. They know also 
that if the German reaction might have 
been crushed sooner, the war would not 
have broken out. Thus, far from being 
blind, public opinion is alive to the truth. 
The grandeur, and to speak the whole 
truth, alas, the beauty of the atro- 
cious war is that it is a war of 
liberation. -*  * * 

It is impossible that the New World 
should remain a simple spectator before 
the gigantic struggle which is progress- 
ing in Europe. I do not ask that the New 
World intervene by armed force, but that 
it shall not conceal its opinion, its aver- 
sion for that horror which is called re- 


action and which truly is only death; 
that it shall not conceal its indignation 
for the abominable calculation of that 
reaction which is incapable of compre- 
hending anything of the life, the work, 
the science and the art of human genius. 
I ask that the New World shall not re- 
main skeptical before the senile attacks 
of those armies which respect nothing, 
neither women, children, old men, un- 
fortified cities, museums, nor cathe- 
drals..e* =o 


It is impossible that the free United 
States, born out of the sacred struggle 
against European domination, enlarged, 
enriched, and ennobled by that struggle, 
and now in the front rank among na- 
tions as the fruit of that struggle, should 
hesitate between revolution and reaction, 
between right and conquest, between 
peace and war. 


Americans are too generous to hesi- 
tate, too wise, also, for Prussian reaction 
is cracking and is going to crumble; even 
Americans of German origin would be 
acting against their own fatherland if 
they, by their sympathies, should sustain 
the régime of caporalism which is now 
destroying it. 


The Vital Energies of France 


By Henri Bergson. 
From The Bulletin des Armees, Nov. 5, 1914. 


va 


The issue of the war is not doubtful: 
Germany will succumb. Material force 
and moral force, all that sustains her 
will end by failing her because she lives on 
provisions garnered once for all, because 
she wastes them and will not know how 
to renew them. 

Everything has been said about her 
material resources. She has money, but 
her credit is sinking, and it is not ap- 
parent where she can borrow. She needs 
nitrates for her explosives, oil for her 
motors, bread for her sixty-five millions 
of inhabitants. For all this she has made 
provision, but the day will come when 


her granaries will be empty and her 
reservoirs dry. How will she fill them? 
War as she practices it consumes a fright- 
ful number of her men, and here, too, 
all revitalization is impossible; no aid will 
come from without, since an enterprise 
launched to impose German domination, 
German “culture,” German products, 
does not and never will interest those 
who are not Germans. Such is the sit- 
uation of Germany confronting a France 
who keeps her credit intact and her ports 
open, who procures provisions and am- 
munition according to her need, who re- 
inforces her army with all that her Al- 
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lies bring to her, and who can count— 
since her cause is that of humanity it- 
self—upon the increasingly active sym- 
pathy of the civilized world. 

But it is not merely a question of ma- 
terial force, of visible force. What of 
the moral force that cannot be seen and 
that is more important than the other— 
which to a certain degree can be sup- 
plied—that is essential, since without it 
nothing avails? 

The moral energy of nations, like that 
of individuals, can only be sustained by 
some ideal superior to themselves, 
stronger than they are, to which they 
can cling with a strong grip when they 
feel their courage vacillate. Where lies 
the ideal of contemporary Germany? 
The time has past when her philosophers 
proclaimed the inviolability of justice, 
the eminent dignity of the person, (the 
individual?), the obligation laid upon 
nations to respect one another. Germany 
militarized by Prussia has thrust ‘far 
from her those noble ideas which came 
to her formerly for the most part from 
the France of the eighteenth century and 
the Revolution. She has made for her- 
self a new soul, or rather, she has do- 
cilely accepted that which Bismarck has 
given her. To that statesman has been 
attributed the famous phrase: “ Might 
makés right.” As a matter of-fact Bis- 
marck never said it, because he was 


unable to distinguish between might and 
r'ght; in his eyes right was simply that 
which is desired by the strongest, that 
which is declared in the law imposed by 
the victor upon the vanquished. His 
whole moral philosophy is summed up 
in that. The Germany of the present 
knows no other. She also. worships 
brute force. And as she believes herself 
strongest she is entirely absorbed in 
adoration of herself. Her energy has its 
origin in this pride. Her moral force is 
only the confidence by which her mate- 
rial force inspires her. That is to say, 
that here also she lives on her reserves, 
that she has no means of revitalization. 
Long before England was blockading her 
coasts she had blockaded herself, morally, 
by isolating herself from all ideals capa- 
ble of revivifying her. 


Therefore she will see her strength 
and her courage worn out. But the energy 
of our soldiers is linked to something 
which cannot be worn out, to an ideal of 
justice and liberty. Time has no hold on 
us. To a force nourished only by its 
own brutality we oppose one that seeks 
outside of itself, above itself, a principle 
of life and of renewal. While the former 
is little by little exhausted, the latter is 
constantly revived. The former already 
is tottering, the latter remains unshaken. 
Be without fear: the one will be de- 
stroyed by the other. 


France Through English Eyes 


With Rene Bazin’s Appreciation. 


Referring to the article printed below, 
which appeared in The London Times Liter- 
ary Supplement of Oct. 1, and which the 
French Government ordered to be read in 
all Parisian schools, M. Rene Bazin writes in 
VEcho de Paris: 

Is not this language admirable? What 
full and flowing phrases. They are like 
a ship filled with grain sailing into port 
with her sails full. Preserve them, these 
fugitive lines written by a neighbor, and 
read them to your children. They will 
teach them the greatness of France and 
the greatness of England. 


The whole world recognizes two quali- 
ties in the Englishman: his bravery and 
his common sense. We know that the 
Englishman is true to his given word, 
and that even in the antipodes he never 
changes his habits. As I write, the post- 
man brings me a letter from the front, 
dated Oct. 17. The cavalryman who sends 
it tells of our Allies. “‘ We are fighting 
the enemy’s cavalry,” he writes, “ and for 
two days my brigade was in action with 
the British, They know how to fight 
and they astonish us by their marvelous 
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powers of organization and their cool- 
ness.” 


Yes, we know that of old. We also 
know that England never closes her doors 
to liberty. We have a confused memory 
of the hospitality given to our priests in 
the times of the Revolution. Now Eng- 
land provides us with fresh proof of her 
kindness of heart. You have heard the 
news—the professors and students of the 
Catholic University of Louvain invited to 
Cambridge. The destroyed Belgian uni- 
versity reconstituted in the home of the 
celebrated English university. What a 
magnificent idea! 


I do not know whether the author who 
has spoken so well of France in the great 
English newspaper has ever visited this 
country. But he has surely meditated 
on our history and kas divined the reason 


of the very existence of France; why 
she merits love beyond her frontiers, 
and why she should be defended “like 
a treasure.” England is not made up of 
traders, soldiers, sailors, politicians, but 
also—and that is what the French peo- 
ple will learn better every day—of poets, 
subtle philosophers, and of thoughtful 
and religious spirits. 

In truth, the day which Joan of Arc 
foresaw has arrived. She did not hate 
the English. It was only their intoler- 
able rule of the kingdom which was hate- 
ful to her. The good maid of Lorraine 
said that after having driven the Eng- 
lish out of France she would reconcile 
them with the French and lead them to- 
gether in a crusade. This has become 
true. Her dream is accomplished. The 
crusade is not against the Saracens, but 
it is a crusade all the same. 


France 


From The London Times Literary Supplement 


Among all the sorrows of this war 
there is one joy for us in it: that it has 
made us brothers with the French as no 
other two nations have ever been broth- 
ers before. There has come to us, after 
ages of conflict, a kind of millennium of 
friendship; and in that we feel there is 
a hope for the world that outweighs all 
our fears, even at the height of the 
worldwide calamity. There were days 
and days, during the swift German ad- 
vance, when we feared that the French 
armies were no match for the German, 
that Germany would be conquered on the 
seas and from her eastern frontier, that 
after the war France would remain a 
power only through the support of her 
Allies. for that fear we must now ask 
forgiveness; but at least we can plead 
in excuse that it was unselfish and free 
from all national vanity. If, in spite of 
ultimate victory, France had lost her 
high place among the nations, we should 
have felt that the victory itself was an 
irreparable loss for the world. And now 
we may speak frankly of that fear be- 
cause, however unfounded it was, it re- 
veals the nature of the friendship be- 
tween France and England. 


That is also revealed in the praise 
which the French have given to our 
army. There is no people that can 
praise as they can: for they enjoy prais- 
ing others as much as some nations en- 
joy praising themselves, and they lose all 
the reserve of egotism in the pleasure of 
praising well. But in this case they 
have praised so generously because there 
was a great kindliness behind their 
praise, because they, like us, feel that 
this war means a new brotherhood 
stronger than all the hatreds it may pro- 
voke, a brotherhood not only of war but’ 
of the peace that is to come after it. That 
welcome of English soldiers in the vil- 
lages of France, with food and wine and 
flowers, is only a foretaste of what is to 
be in both countries in a happier time. 
It is what we have desired in the past 
of silly wrangles and misunderstandings, 
and now we know that our desire is ful- 
filled. : 


“That Sweet Enemy.” 


For behind all those misunderstand- 
ings, and in spite of the difference of 
character between us, there was always 
an understanding which showed itself in 
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the courtesies of Fontenoy and a hun- 
dred other battles. When Sir Philip 
Sidney spoke of France as that sweet 
enemy, he made .a phrase for the Eng- 
lish feeling of centuries past and cen- 
turies to be. We quarrelled bitterly and 
long; but it was like a man and woman 
who know that some day their love will 
be confessed and are angry with each 
other for the quarrels that delay the 
confession. We called each other ridic- 
ulous, and knew that we were talking 
nonsense; indeed, as in all quarrels with- 
out real hatred, we made charges against 
each other that were the opposite of the 
truth. We said that the French were 
frivolous; and they said that we were 
gloomy. Now they see the gayety of our 
soldiers and we see the deep seriousness 
of all France at this crisis of her fate. 
She, of all the nations at war, is fight- 
ing with the least help from illusion, 
with the least sense of glory and ro- 
mance. 
like a pestilence; to defeat it is merely 
a necessity of her existence; and in de- 
feating it she is showing the courage of 
doctors and nurses, that courage which 
is furthest removed from animal instinct 
and most secure from panic reaction. 
There is no sign in France now of the 
passionate hopes of the revolutionary 
wars; 1870 is between them and her; she 
has learned, like no other nation in 
Europe, the great lesson of defeat, which 
is not to mix material dreams with spir- 
itual; she has passed beyond illusions, 
yet her spirit is as high as if it were 
drunk with all the illusions of Germany. 


And that is why we admire her as we 
have never admired a nation before. We 
ourselves are an old and experienced 
people, who have, we hope, outlived 
gaudy and dangerous dreams; but we 
have not been tested like the French, 
and we do not know whether we or any 
other nation could endure the test they 
have endured. It is not merely that they 
have survived and kept their strength. 
It is that they have a kind of strength 
new to nations, such as we see in beauti- 
ful women who have endured great sor- 
rows and outlived all the triumphs and 
passions of their youth, who smile where 


To her the German invasion is * 


once they laughed; and yet they are 
more beautiful than ever, and seem to 
live with a purpose that is not only their 
own, but belongs to the whole of life. 
So now we feel that France is fighting 
not merely for her own honor and her 
own beautiful country, still less for a 
triumph over an arrogant rival, but for 
what she means to all the world; and 
that now she means far more than ever 
in the past. 


Furia Francese. 


This quarrel, as even the Germans con- 
fess, was not made by her. She saw it 
gathering, and she was as quiet as if she 
hoped to escape war by submission. The 
chance of revenge was offered as it had 
never been offered in forty years; yet 
she did not stir to grasp it. Her enemy 
gave every provocation, yet she stayed 
as still as if she were spiritless; and all 
the while she was the proudest nation 
on the earth, so proud that she did not 
need to threaten or boast. Then came the 
first failure, and she took it as if she 
had expected nothing better. She had to 
make war in a manner wholly contrary 
to her nature and genius, and she made 
it as if patience, not fire, were the main 
strength of her soul. Yet behind the new 
patience the old fire persisted; and the 
Furia Froncese is only waiting for its 
chance. The Germans believe they have 
determined all the conditions of modern 
war, and, indeed of all modern competi- 
tion between the nations to suit their own 
national character. It is their age, they 
think, an age in which the qualities of 
the old peoples, England and France, are 
obsolete. They make war, after their 
own pattern, and we have only to suffer 
it as long as we can. But France has 
learned what she needs from Germany 
so that she may fight the German idea 
as well as the German armies; and when 
the German armies were checked before 
Paris there was an equal check to the 
German idea. ‘Then the world, which 
was holding its breath, knew that the 
old nations, the old faith and mind and 
conscience of Europe, were still standing 
fast and that science had not utterly 
betrayed them all to the new barbarism. 
Twice before, at Tours and in the Cata- 
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launian fields, there had been such a 
fight upon the soil of France, and now 
for the third time it is the heavy fate 
and the glory of France to be the guard- 
ian nation. That is not an accident, for 
France is still the chief treasury of all 
that these conscious barbarians would 
destroy. They knew that while she 
stands unbroken there is a spirit in 
her that will make their Kultur 
seem unlovely to all the world. They 
know that in her, as in Athens 
long ago, thought remains passionate 
and disinterested and free. Their 
thought is German and exercised for 
German ends, like their army; but 
hers can forget France in the universe, 
and for that reason her armies and ours 
will fight for it as if the universe were 
at stake. Many forms has that thought 
taken, passing through disguises and er- 
rors, mocking at itself, mocking at the 
holiest things; and yet there has always 
been the holiness of freedom in it. The 
French blasphemer has never blasphemed 
against the idea of truth even when he 
mistook falsehood for it. In the Terror 
he said there was no God, because he 
believed there was none, but he never 
said that France was God so that he 
might encourage her to conquer the 
world. Voltaire was an imp of destruc- 


tion perhaps, but with what a divine 
lightning of laughter would he have 
struck the Teutonic Antichrist, and how 
the everlasting soul of France would have 


risen in him if he could have seen her 
most sacred church, the visible sign of 
her faith and her genius, ruined by the 
German guns. Was there ever a stu- 
pidity so’ worthy of his scorn as this at- 
tempt to bombard the spirit? For, though 
the temple is ruined, the faith remains; 
and whatever war the Germans may 
make upon the glory of the past, it is 
the glory of the future that France 
fights for. Whatever wounds she suffers 
now she is suffering for all mankind; and 
now, more than ever before in her his- 
tory, are those words become true which 
one poet who loved her gave to her in 
the Litany of Nations crying to the 
earth: 


I am she that was thy sign and standard 
bearer, 
Thy voice and cry; 
She that washed thee with her blood and 
left thee fairer, 
The same am I. 
Are not these the hands that raised thee 
fallen, and fed thee, 
These hands defiled? 
Am not I thy tongue that spake, 
eye that led thee, 
Not I thy child? 


Ss 


thine 


The Soldier of 1914 


By Rene Doumic. 


In spite of the great European war, which 
struck France with the full force of its hor- 
rors, the Institute of France, which includes 
the world-famous French Academy, held its 
regular sesson on Oct. 26 last. The feature 
of this session, widely heralded beforehand, 
was the address of the celebrated critic, M. 
Rene Doumic of the Academy, on “ The Sol- 
dier of 1914.” Every sentence, every word 
of it, was punctuated with acclamations from 
the audience,’”? says Le Figaro in its report. 
Below is a translation of M. Doumic’s 
address: 


The soldier of 1914. We think only of 
him. We live only for him, just as we 
live only through him. I have not chosen 


this subject; it has forced itself upon me. 
My only regret is that I come here in 
academician’s costume, with its useless 
sword, to.speak to you about those 
whose uniforms are torn by bullets, 
whose rifles are black with powder. 
And I am ashamed, above all; of plac- 
ing so feeble a voice at the service of 
so great a cause. ~But what do words 
matter, when the most brilliant of them 
would pale before acts of which each day 
makes us the witnesses? For these acts 
we have only words, but let us hope that 
these, coming from the heart, may bring 
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to those who are fighting for their coun- 
try somewhere near the frontier the spirit 
of our gratitude and the fervor of our 
admiration. 

Our history is nothing but the his- 
tory of French valor, so ingenious in 
adopting new forms and adapting it- 
self each time to the changing conditions 
of warfare. Soldiers of the King or of 
the republic, old “grognards” of Na- 
poleon, who always growled yet followed 
just the same, youngsters who bit their 
cartridges with childish lips, veterans of 
fights in Africa, cuirassieurs of Reichs- 
hofen, gardes-mobiles of the Loire, all, at 
the moment of duty and sacrifice, did 
everything that France expected of her 
sons. 

So, too, for this war, the soldier needed 
has arisen. After so many heroes he has 
invented a new form of heroism. 


I say the soldier, for the soldier is 


what one must say. Here begins what 


is clearly expressed in one phrase only— 
the French miracle. This national union 
in which all opinions have become fused 
is merely a reflection of the unity which 
has been suddenly created in our army. 


When War Broke Out.’ 


When war broke out it found military 
France ready and armed; mere troopers, 
officers none of whom ever thought that 
he would one day lead his men under fire, 
and that admirable General Staff which, 
never allowing itself to be deflected from 
its purpose, did its work silent and aloof. 

But there was beside this: France an- 
other France, the France of civilians, 
accustomed by long years of peace to 
disbelieve in war; which, in conjuring 
up’a picture of Europe delivered over to 
fire and blood, could not conceive that 
any human being in the world would 
assume the responsibility for such an act 
before history. War surprised the em- 
ploye at his desk, the workman in his 
workshop, the peasant in his field. It 
snatched them from the intimacy of 
their hearths, from the amenities of 
family life which in France is sweeter 
than elsewhere. These men were obliged 
to leave behind beings whom they loved 
tenderly. For the last time they clasped 


in their arms the beloved partners of 
their lives, so deeply moved yet so proud, 
and their children, the eldest of whom 
have understood and. will never forget. 
And all of them, artist and artisan, priest 
and teacher, those who dreamed of re- 
venge and those who dreamed of the fra- 
ternity of nations, those of every mind, 
every profession, every age, as they 
stepped into their places, were endowed 
with the soul of the soldier of France, 
every one of them, and became thus the 
same soldier. 


The war which lay in wait for these 
men, many of whom did not seem made 
for war, was a war of which nobody had 
ever seen the like. We have heard tell 
of wars of giants, of battles of nations, 
but nobody had ever seen a war extend- 
ing from the Marne to the Vistula, nor 
battles with a front of hundreds of kilo- 
meters, lasting weeks without respite 


_day or night, fought by millions of men. 


Never in its worst nightmares had 
hallucinated imagination conjured up the 


progress made in the art of mowing’ 


down human lives. The German Army, 
to which the German Nation has never 
refused anything, either moral support 
or money, the nerve of war, has been 
able to profit by all this progress, to 
reduce to a formula the violence which 
drives forward the attack, to prepare the 


spy system which watches over the un-— 


armed foe, to organize even incendiarism, 
and to become thus, forged by forty- 
four years of hatred, the most formid- 
able tool of destruction that has ever 
sown, ruin and death. : 


German Meets Belgian. 


The Germans arrived, with the irre- 
sistible impetus of their masses, with 
the fury of a tempest, with the roar of 
thunder, enraged at having been con- 
fronted on their road by that little Bel- 
gian Nation which has just inscribed its 
name among the first on the roster of 
heroism. Already the German chiefs 
imagined themselves lords of Paris, 
which they threatened to reduce to ashes 
—and which did not tremble. 

It was to meet this colossus of war 
that our little soldier marched forth. 
And he made it fall back. 


mens 
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To this new war he brings his old 
qualities, the qualities of all time. 
Courage—let us not speak of that. Can 
one speak of courage? Just read the 
short sentences in the army orders. 


Corporal Voituret of the Second Dra- 
goons, mortally wounded on a recon- 
noissance, cries: “ Vive la France! I die 
for her! I die happy!” Private Cha- 
bannes of the Eighteenth Chasseurs, un- 
horsed and wounded, replies to the Major 
who asks him why he had not surren- 
dered: “ We Frenchmen never surrender!” 
And remember those who, mortally 
wounded, stick to their posts so as to 
fight to the end with their men, and 
those wounded men who have but one 
desire—every one of us can vouch for 
this—to return to the firing line! And 
that one who, hopelessly mutilated, said 
to me: “It is not being crippled that 
hurts me; it is that I shall not be able 
to see the best part of the thing!” 
These, and the others, the thousands of 
others, shall we speak of their courage? 
—what would it mean to speak of their 
courage? 


And the dash of them!—the only 
criticism to which they lay themselves 
open is that they are too fiery, that 
they do not wait the right moment for 
the charge, in order to drive back the 
enemy at the point of the bayonet. What 
spirit! What gayety! All the letters 
from our soldiers are overflowing with 
cheerfulness. Where, for instance, does 
that nickname come from applied by 
them to the enemy—the “ Boches”? It 
comes from where so many more have 
come; its author is nobody and every- 
body; it is the spontaneous product of 
that Gallic humor which jokes at danger, 
takes liberities with it. 


What pride! What sense of honor! 
Whereas the German officer, posted be- 
hind his men, drives them forward like 
a flock of sheep, revolver in his hand 
and insults on his lips, we, on our side, 
hear nothing but those beautiful, those 
radiant words: “Forward! For your 
country! ”—the call of the French offi- 
cer to his children, whom he impels for- 
ward by giving them the example, by 


plunging under fire first, before all of 
them, at their head. 


; The Password: “Smile!” — 

And—supreme adornment of all—with 
what grace they deck their gallantry! 
A few seconds before being killed by 
an exploding shell, Col. Doury, ordered to 
resist to the last gasp, replies: “ All 
right! We will resist. And now, boys, 
here is the password: Smile!” It is like 
a flower thrown on the scientific bru- 
tality of modern war, that memory of 
the days when men went to war with 
lace on their sleeves. There we recog- 
nize the French soldier such as we have 
always known him through fifteen cen- 
turies of the history of France. 


But now we look upon him in a form 
of which we did not suspect the exist- 
ence, the form in which he has just re- 
vealed himself to us. 

To go forward is all very well; but to 
fall back in good order, to understand 
that a retreat may be a masterpiece of 
strategy, to find in himself that other 
kind of courage which consists in not 
getting discoureged, to be able to wait 
without getting demoralized, to preserve 
unshaken the certainty of the final out- 
come-—in these things lies a virtue which 
we did not know we possessed:.the virtue 
of patience. It won us our victory of 
the Marne. One man is its personifica- 
tion today, that great chief, wise and 
prudent, who spares his men, who makes 
up his mind not to give battle except 
in his own time on his own ground, that 
chief toward whom at this moment the 
calm and confident eyes of the entire 
country are turned. 

To carry a position by assault is one 
thing. But to stand impassive in a rain 
of shot, amid exploding shells, amid in- 
fernal din and blinding smoke; to fire 
at an invisible enemy, to dispute foot by 
foot ground covered with traps, to retake 
the same village ten times, to burrow 
into the soil and crouch there, to watch 
day after day for the moment when the 
beast at bay ventures from his lair— 
where have we acquired the phlegmatic 
coolness for such.things? Has it come 
from the proximity of our English allies? 


THE SOLDIER OF 1914 159 


It is in the English reports that we read 
the eulogies of our army for its endur- 
ance and tenacity. 


We have always known how to pluck 
the laurels of the brave on fields of bat- 
tle and to water them with our blood. 
We Frenchmen, all of us, are lovers of 
glory. The stories of war which we read 
in our childhood days—captures of re- 
doubts, fiery charges, furious fights 
around the flag—made us thrill. And, 
like the Athenians who left the perform- 
ance of a tragedy by Aeschylus thirst- 
ing to close their books and march on the 
enemy, we dreamed of combats in which 
we were to win fame. 


But since those days military litera- 
ture has undergone somewhat of a 
change, and the communiqués which 
we devour twice a day, hungry for news, 
give us no such tales of prowess. 


“On the left wing we have progressed. 
On the right wing we have repulsed vio- 
lent counter-attacks. On the front the sit- 
uation remains without change.” Where 
are our men? What troops are meant? 
What Generals? Nothing is told of such 
things. The veil of anonymity shrouds 
great actions, a barrier of impenetrable 
mystery protects the secret of the opera- 
tions. 


Great Things Done Simply. 


Our soldiers have endured every hard- 
ship, braved every danger, never know- 
ing whether each dawning day was their 
last, yet the cleverest manouevring, the 
most gallant feats, are obliterated, ef- 
faced, lost, in the calculated colorlessness 
of an enigmatic report. But that sacri- 
fice also have they made. To be at the 
post assigned to them, to play a great or 
infinitesimal réle in the common work, 
is the only reward they desire. Can it 
be that the disease of individualism is a 
thing of yesterday? The soldier of 1914 
has cured us of it. Never have disinter- 
estedness and modesty been pushed so 
far. 


- Let us say it in a word: Never have 
great things been done so simply. 


But he knows why he is fighting. It 
is not for the ambition of a sovereign 


or the impatience of his heir, for the ar- 
rogance of a caste of country squires or 
the profit of a firm of merchants. No; 
he fights for the land where he was 
born and where his dead sleep; he fights 
to free his invaded country and give her 
back her lost provinces, for her past, 
struck to the heart by the shells that 
bombarded the Cathedral of Rheims; he 
fights so that his children may have the 
right to think, speak, and feel in French, 
so that there may still be in the world a 
French race, which the world needs. For 
this war of destruction is aimed at the 
destruction of our race, and our race 
has been moved to its depths. It has 
risen as one man and assembled to- 
gether; it has called up from its re- 
motest history all its energy, in order 
to reincarnate them in the person of him 
whose duty is to defend the race today; 
it has inspired in him the valor of the 
knights of old, the endurance of the la- 
borer bending over his furrow, the mod- 
esty of the old masters who made of our 
cathedrals masterpieces of anonymity, 
the honesty of the bourgeois, the patience 
of humble folk, the consciousness of duty 
which mothers teach to their children, all 
those virtues which, developed from one 
generation to another, become a tradition, 
the tradition of an industrious people, 
made strong by a long past and made 
to endure. It is these qualities, all of 
them together, which we admire in the 
soldier of 1914, the complete and superb 
type of the entire race. 


A Holy Intoxication. 


When it has such an aim, the noblest 
of all, war is sublime; all who go into it 
are as if transfigured. It exalts, expands, - 
and purifies souls. On approaching the 
battlefield a holy intoxication, a holy 
happiness, takes possession of those for 
whom has been reserved the supreme joy 
of braving death for their country. 
Death is everywhere, but they do not 
believe in it any more. And when, on 
certain mornings, to the sound of cannon 
that mix their rumblings with mystic 
voices of bells, in the devastated church 
which cries to the heavens through every 
breach opened in its walls, the Chaplain 
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blesses the regiment that he will accom- 
pany the next minute to the firing line, 
every head will be bent at the same 
time and all will feel on their brows 
the breath of God. 


Alas! the beauty of the struggle does 
not hide from me its sadness. How 
many went away, full of youth and 
hope, to return no more. How many have 
fallen already without seeing realized 
what. they so ardently desired; sowers 
they, who to make the land fertile have 
watered it with their blood, yet will not 
see the harvest. 


But at least their sacrifice will not 
have been in vain. They have brought 
reconciliation to their divided country, 
they have made her become conscious of 
herself again, they have made her learn 
enthusiasm once again. They have not 
seen victory, but they have merited it. 
Honor to them, struck down first, and 
glory to those who will avenge them! 


We enfold them both in our devotion to 
the same sacred cause. 

Would that a new era might dawn, 
thanks to them, that a new world might 
be born in which we might breathe more 
freely, where injustices centuries old 
might be made good, where France, aris- 
ing from long humiliation, might re- 
sume her rank and destiny. Then, in 
that cured, vivified France, what an 
awakening, what a renewal, what a sap, 
what a magnificent flowering there 
would be! This will be thy work, soldier 
of 1914! To you we shall owe this resur- 
rection of our beloved country. And 
later on, and always, in everything beau- 
tiful and good that may be done among 
us, in the creations of our poets and the 
discoveries of our savants, in the thou- 
sand forms of national. activity, in the 
strength of our young men and the grace 
of our young women, in all that will be 
the France of tomorrow, there will be, 
soldier so brave and so simple in your 
greatness, a little of your heroic soul! 


Germany’s Civilized Barbarism 


By Emile Boutroux. 
From the Revue des Deux Mondes. 


I sincerely thank M. Emile Boutroux 
for the letter he has been good enough 
to write to me; and the readers of the 
Revue will join me, for it is addressed 


to them also. No one could speak of 
Germany more authoritatively than M. 
Boutroux; no one, indeed, is better ac- 
quainted with the Germany of yesterday 
_ and that of today, or better equipped to 
draw a comparison between them, which 
for the Prussianized Germany of the 
present is a verdict and a condemnation. 
The violence, brutality, barbarism which 
she displays — a frightful spectacle— 
doubtless spring from the deepest in- 
stincts of race; but man always feels 
the need of justifying his conduct, and 
the Germans are too much philosophers 
not to seek justification for theirs in a 
scientific system in which these doctrin- 
aires of a new sort are encouraged to 


persevere without the least scruple or 
pity. M. Boutroux explains to us the 
detestable sophism which has perverted 
the entire German soul and made of a 
nation which our grandfathers loved and 
admired, a monster whose implacable 
egotism weighs heavily on the world.. 
But let M. Boutroux speak. 
FRANCIS CHARMES. 


PARIS, 28 September, 1914. 
To the Director of the Revue des Deux 
Mondes: 

Mr. Director and Dear Colleague: 
You have done me the honor to ask me, 
as I have lived in Germany and studied 
in part German philosophy and literature, 
whether I was not prepared to submit 
some observations touching the present 
war. I confess that at this moment 
words, and even thoughts, seem to me 
to amount to little. Like every French- 
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man, I am given up wholly to the task 
of the hour; all my interest is in our 
generous and admirable army, and my 
sole concern is to take part, however mod- 
estly, in the work of the nation. True, 
a thousand memories and reflections 
crowd my mind; the notion of pausing to 
express them in writing had not oc- 
curred to me, but it would be ungracious 
in me to decline your kind invitation. 
Please omit from the ideas I throw on 
_ paper whatever seems to you to be lack- 
ing in interest. 


Mephistopheles Appears. 


In the presence of such events as are 
passing before our eyes, how can we 
keep our minds free? We have to say 
to ourselves: “See what has come of that 
philosophic, artistic, scientific develop- 
ment whose grandeur and _ idealistic 
character all the world has proclaimed! ” 
“That is what the infernal cur had in 
his belly,” said Faust as he saw the dog 
which was playing at his side change into 
Mephistopheles. What! Having de- 
clared the morality of Plato and Aristotle 
inadequate and mediocre, having preached 
duty for duty’s sake, having established 
the unconditioned supremacy of moral 
worth, the royalty of .the ‘intellect, to 


end by officially declaring that a signed. 


engagement is but a scrap of paper, and 
that juridic or moral laws do not count 
if they incommode us and if we are the 
strongest! Having given to the world 
marvelous music, in which the purest 
and deepest aspirations seem to be heard; 
having raised art and poetry to a sort of 
religion, in which man communes with 
the Eternal by the worship of the ideal; 
having exalted the universities as the 
most sublime of human creations, tem- 
ples of science and of intellectual free- 
dom, to come to bombarding Louvain, 
Malines, and the Cathedral of Rheims! 
Having assumed the role of representa- 
tive par excellence of culture, of civili- 
zation in its loftiest form, at the end to 
aim at the subjugation of the world and 
to strive toward that aim by the me- 
thodical letting loose of brute force, 
wickedness, and barbarism! To boast of 
having attained the highest plane of 


human nature, and to reveal themselves 
as survivors of the Huns and Vandals! 


Only yesterday Germany was feared 
throughout the world because of her 
power, but esteemed for her science and 
her heritage of idealism. Today, on the 
contrary, there is a common cry of repro- 
bation and horror raised against her 
from one end of the earth to the other. 
Fear is overcome by indignation. On 
every side it is asserted that the victory 
of German imperialism and militarism 
would be the triumph of despotism, bru- 
tality, and barbarism. These ideas are 
expressed to us by Americans of the 
North and South, by Spaniards, Italians, 
Greeks, Swiss, and Rumanians. The na- 
tion which burned the University of Lou- 
vain and the Cathedral of Rheims has 
brought dishonor upon itself. 


What shall we think of the prodigious 
contrast which manifests itself between 
the high culture of Germany and the end 
at which she aims, the means which she 
employs in the present war? Is it enough 
to explain this contrast, to allege that in 
spite of all their science the Germans 
are but slightly civilized, that in the six- 
teenth century they were still boorish 
and uncultivated and that their science, 
an affair of specialists and pundits, has 
never, penetrated their soul or influenced 
their character? 


This explanation is justified. Consider 
the German professor in the beer garden, 
in the relations of everyday life, in his 
amusements. With certain notable ex- 
ceptions he excels only in discovering 
and collecting materials for study and in 
drawing from them, by mechanical ope- 
rations, solutions that rest wholly upon 
text and argument and make no appeal 
whatever to ordinary judgment and good 
sense. What a disproportion often be- 
tween his science and his real education. 
What vulgarity of tastes and sentiments 
and language. What brutality of meth- 
ods on the part of this man whose au- 
thority is indisputable in his specialty. 
Take this learned man from his univer- 
sity chair, place him on that scene of 
war where force can alone reign and 
where the gross appetites are un- 
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chained, it is not surprising that his con- 
duct approaches that of savages. 


A Culture of Violence. 

That is the current judgment and not 
without reason. The savant and the 
man, among the Germans, are only too 
often strangers to each other. The Ger- 
man in war is inhuman not merely be- 
cause of an explosion of his true nature, 
gross and violent, but by order. His 
brutality is calculated and systematized. 
It justifies the words of La Harpe, 
“There is such a thing as a scientific 
barbarity.” In 1900 the German Em- 
peror haranguing his soldiers about to 
set sail for China, exhorted them to 
leave nothing living in their path and to 
bear themselves like Huns. 

If, then, in this war, in the manner in 
which they have prepared and provoked 
it and now conduct it, they violate with- 
out scruple the laws of the civilized 
world, it is not despite their superior cul- 
ture, it is in consequence of that very 
culture. They are barbarous because 
they are more civilized. How can such 
a combination of contradictory elements, 
such a synthesis, be possible? 

Fichte in the famous discourses to the 
German Nation which he delivered at the 
University of Berlin during the Winter 
of 1807 and 1808, had one object: to 
arouse the German Nation by kindling 
its self-consciousness, that is to say, its 
pure Germanic essence, Deutschheit, in 
order to realize that essence when pos- 
sible beyond its borders and to make it 
dominate the world. The general idea 
which must guide Germany in the ac- 
complishment of this double task is: 
Germany is to all the rest of the world 
as good is to evil. 


The appeal of Fichte was heard. Dur- 
ing the century which followed, Germany 
in the most precise and practical man- 
ner, on the one hand built up the theory 
of Germanism or Deutschtum, on the 
other hand prepared the domination of 
Germanism in the world. This notion of 
Germanism furnishes, if I am not mis- 
taken, the principle of the inference 
which I wish to indicate, the explanation 
of the surprising solidarity which Ger- 


trated is history. 


mans have created between culture and 
barbarism. 


It would be interesting’ to probe this 
notion and follow its development. 


In the first place how can a people 
come to claim for its ideas, its virtue, its 
achievements, not only the right to exist 
and to be respected by other people, but 
the privilege of being the sole expression 
of the true and the good while every- 
thing which emanates from other peoples 
represents nothing but error and evil? 


The philosopher Fichte after having 
built up his system under the influence 
of Kant and of French ideas, notably 
under the influence of Rousseau—of 
whom he said “ peace to his ashes, for 
he has done things ”—could think of 
nothing better to reinforce the German 
soul after Jena than to persuade it that 
in itself and itself alone there was to be 
found the sense of the ideal combined 
with power to realize that ideal in the 
world. 


The Power to Realize. 


Starting from a certain notion of the 
absolute he found after Jena that this 
very notion constituted the foundation of 
the German genius. Soon this mystic 
method was merged in a more concrete 


- method better adapted to the positive 


spirit of modern generations. The one 
science where all knowledge and ideas 
which concern human life are concen- 
To this science our 
epoch has devoted a veritable worship. 
Now the Germans have drawn from 
history two lessons of the highest im- 
portance. One is that history is not only 
the succession of events, which mark the 
life of humanity, it is the judgment of 
God upon the rivalries of peoples. 
Everything which is wishes to be, and to 
endure, struggle, and impose itself. His- 
tory tells us which are the men and the 
things Providence has elected. The sign 
of that election is success. To ‘subsist, 
grow, conquer, dominate is to prove that 
one is the confidant of the thought of 
Providence, the dispenser of the power 
of Providence. If one people appears 
designated by history to dominate the 
others then that people is the vicegerent 
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of God upon earth, is God Himself, visible 
and tangible for His creatures. 


The second lesson which German erudi- 
tion has drawn from the study of history 
is that the actual existence of a people 
charged with representing God is not a 
myth, that such a people exists and that 
the German people is that people. From 
the victory of Hermann (Arminius) over 
Varus in the forest of Teutoburg in the 
year 9 A. D., the will of God is evident. 
The Middle Ages show it, and if in mod- 
ern times Germany has appeared to ef- 
face herself it is because she was reposing 
to collect her force and strike more 
heavily. When she was not obviously 
the first, she was so virtually. It was 
in 1844 that Hoffmann von Fallersleben 
composed the national song, Deutschland 
uiber alles, uiber alles in der Welt. Ger- 
many over all, Germany over all the 
world, Germany extending from the 
Meuse to the Niemen, from the Adige to 
the Belt. 

Not only is Germany the elect of 
Providence but the sole elect, and other 
nations are rejected. The sign of her 
election is the annihilation of the three 
legions of Quinctilius Varus, and her 
eternal task is to revenge herself for the 
insolence of the Roman General. ‘‘ We 
shall give battle to Hermann and we 


shall avenge ourselves, “und wollen 
Rache haben.” Thus ran the celebrated 


national song. Der Gott, der Eisen: 


wachsen liess. 
Germanism and God. 


German civilization has developed in 
antagonism with the Greco-Roman civili- 
zation. To adopt the former was on the 
part of God to reject the latter. There- 
fore German consciousness, realized with- 
out hindrance in all its force, is but the 
Divine consciousness. Deutschtum = God 
and God = Deutschtum. In practice it 
is enough that an idea is authentically 
German in order that we may and must 
conclude that it is true, that it is just, 
and that it ought to prevail. 

What are the essential dogmas of 
this truth, which is German because it 
is true and which is true because it is 
German? - German metaphysicians ex- 
plain that to us more clearly than is us- 


ual by thought. The first quality of this 
truth is that it is in opposition to what 
classic or Greco-Latin thought would rec- 
ognize as true. The latter has sought to 
discover what in man is essentially 
human, to render man superior to other 
beings, and to substitute more and more 
the superior elements for the inferior 
elements in human life—reason for blind 
impulse, justice for force, good for wick- 
edness. It has undertaken to create in 
the world a moral force capable of con- 
trolling and humanizing material forces. 
To this doctrine, which rests upon man 
as its centre and which was essentially 
human, German thought opposes itself 
as the infinite opposes the finite, the 
absolute the relative, the whole the part. 
The disciples of the Greeks had at their 
disposition no light except that of human 
reason; the German genius possesses a 
transcendent reason which pierces the 
mysteries of the absolute, of the Divine. 


~ What would light be without the shadow 


from which it is detached? How could 
the ego exist if there was not somewhere 
a non ego to which it is opposed? Evil 
is not less indispensable than good in 
the transcendent symphony of the whole. 

There is something more. It may bea 
satisfaction for a Greco-Latin, impelled 
by his mediocre logic to say that good is 
good, evil is evil, but these simple 
formulas are contrary to the truth per se. 
Good by itself is absolutely impotent to 
realize itself. It is only an idea, an ab- 
straction. The power and faculty of 
creation belong to evil alone. So that if 
good is to be realized it can only be by 
means of evil, and by means of evil left 
entirely to itself. God could not exist 
if He were not created by the*devil, and 
thus, in a sense, evil is good and good is 
bad. Evil is good because it creates. 
Good is bad because it is impotent. The 
supreme and true divine law is just this: 
That evil left to itself, evil as evil, gives 
birth to good, which, by itself, would 
never be able to advance from the ideal 
to the real. “I am,” said Mephistopheles, 
“part of that force which always wishes 
evil and always creates the good.” Such 
is the divine order. He who undertakes 
to do good by good will only do evil. It 
is only in unchaining the power of evil 
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that one has a chance to realize any 
good. 

From these metaphysical principles 
questions raised by the idea of civiliza- 
tion receive most remarkable solutions. 


The Essence of Civilization. 

What is civilization in the German and 
true sense of the word? 

Nations in general, especially the Latin 
nations, put the essence of civilization in 
the moral element of human life, in the 
softening of human manners. To those 
who understand human culture in this 
way the Germans will apply the words of 
Ibsen’s Brand, “ You wish to do great 
things but you lack energy. You ex- 
pect success from mildness and good- 
ness.” According to the German thought, 
mildness and goodness are only weak- 
ness and impotence. Force alone is 
strong and force par excellence is science, 
which puts at our disposal the powers of 
nature and indefinitely multiplies our 
strength. Science, then, should be the 
principal object of our efforts. From 
science and from the culture of scientific 
intelligence there will necessarily result, 
by the effect of Divine grace, the prog- 
ress of the will and. of the conscience 
which is called moral progress. It is in 
this sense that Bismarck said, “ Imagina- 
tion and sentiment are to science and in- 
telligence what the tares are to the 
wheat. The tares threaten to stifle the 
wheat; that is why they are cut down 
and burned.” True civilization is a virile 
education, aiming at force and implying 
force. A civilization which under pre- 
text of humanity and of courtesy ener- 
vates and softens man is fit only for 
women and for slaves. 

Is that to say that the notion of right 
which men invoke against force has in 
reality no meaning, and that a highly 
civilized people would disregard it? We 
must clearly understand the relation 
which exists between the notion of right 
and the notion of force. Force is not the 
right. All existing forces do not have 
an equal right to exist; mediocre forces 
in reality have but a feeble share in the 
Divine force; but in proportion as a force 
becomes greater it is more noble. A 
universally victorious and all-powerful 


force would be identical with Divine force 
and should, therefore, be obeyed and 
honored in the same degree. Justice and 
force, moreover, belong to two different 
worlds—the natural and the spiritual. 
The former is the phenomenon and sym- 
bol of the latter. We live in a world of 
symbols; and so preponderant force is 
for us the visible and practical equiva- 
lent of right. 

It is, then, puerile to admit the exist- 
ence of a natural right inherent in in- 
dividuals or in nations, and manifested in 
their aspirations, their powers, their 
sympathies, their wills. The right of 
peoples should be determined by a purely 
objective method. 

Now in this sense people should be 
divided into Naturvolker, Halbkultur- 
volker, and Kulturvolker—people in the 


state of nature, half-cultivated people, 


and cultivated people. This is not all. 
There are people who are simply culti- 
vated—Naturvolker—and people who are 
wholly cultivated — Vollkulturvélker. 
Now the degree of right depends on the 
degree of culture. As compared with 
the Kulturvolker the Naturvélker have 
no rights. They have only duties—sub- 
mission, docility, obedience. And if there 
exists a people which deserves more than 
all others the title of Vollkulturvolker— 
completely cultured people—to this peo- 
ple the earth belongs and the supremacy 


‘thereof. Its mission is to bend all other 


peoples beneath the yoke of its omnipo- — 
tence co-ordinated with its supreme cul- 
ture. 


The Master Nation. 


Such is the idea of the master nation. 
This nation must not be simply an ab- 
stract type, it must necessarily be able 
to realize itself in our world. In effect 
the spirit is the supreme form of being; 
it necessarily wishes to be; and as it is 
infinite, it can be realized only by means 
of an infinite force. A nation capable 
of imposing its will upon everybody is 
the necessary instrument of the Divine 
will which can grant the prayer: “Our 
Father, Thy kingdom come, Thy will be 
done on earth as it is done in heaven.” 


As a master nation is necessary in the 
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world there must be subordinate nations. 
There can be no efficient “ yes ” without 
a decided “no.” The ego, says Fichte, is 
effort. Therefore it presupposes some- 
thing that resists it, namely, that which 
we call.matter. The master nation com- 
mands. Therefore nations must exist who 
are made to obey it. It is needful even 
that these nations, which are to the mas- 
ter nation what the non ego is to the ego, 
should resist the action of this superior 
nation. For this resistance is necessary 
to enable the latter to develop and em- 
ploy its force and to become fully itself; 
that is, to become the whole, enriching 
itself by the spoils of its enemies. 

The ideal nation is thus defined by a 
transcendental deduction, and this same 
deduction leads us to affirm that the 
master nation must be not merely an 
idea but a reality. Now, it is plain that 


this realization of the ideal nation is’ 


going on under our eyes in the German 
Nation, which represents the highest 
created race and which surpasses all 
other nations in science and in power. 
It is to her, and to her alone, that the 
task of accomplishing the will of God 
upon earth is consigned. 
Means of Success. 

To succeed in it, what means must she 
employ ? 

In the first place she must acquire 
complete consciousness of her superior- 
ity and of her own genius. Nothing Ger- 
man is found in the same degree of ex- 
cellence in other nations. German women, 
German fidelity, Germa1 wine, the Ger- 
man song, hold the first rank in the 
world. To combat Satan, that is to say, 
enemies of Germany, the Germans have 
at their service the ancient god, the 
German god, der alte, der deutsche Gott, 
who identifies His cause with theirs. And 
as everything which is German is by 
that very fact unique and inimitable, 
so it is correspondingly true that every- 
thing which the world has of excellence 
belongs to Germany in fact and in right. 
Rembrandt, Shakespeare, Ibsen, are Ger- 
mans. A German brain alone could un- 
derstand them and has a right to ad- 
mire them. It is doubtful if even Joan of 
Arc, that sublime heroine, is French. 


German savants have maintained her 
German nationality. If the people of 
Alsace and Lorraine are faithful to 
France that only proves that they ought 
to be German subjects, because fidelity 
is a German virtue. 


As Germany possesses, in principle, all 
the virtues, all the perfections, she suf- 
fices te herself and can learn nothing 
from other people. By still stronger 
reason she owes them no duty of respect 
or good-will. What is called humanity 
has no meaning for the German. The 
mot of William II., ‘“ Humanity for me 
stops at the Vosges,” is not merely an 
instance of national egoism. The Ger- 
man Emperor feels that what is for the 
present beyond his empire can only ac- 
quire value when it shall be annexed 
to it. 

How, then, ought Germany to. behave 
to other nations? 


There are people who wish to be loved, 
who helieve that among nations as be- 
tween individuals, courtesy may have a 
place and that it would be an advance 
for humanity to admit that justice and 
equity may rule international relations. 
But Germany, as regards other nations, 
makes no account of justice. She has 
nothing but scorn for that feminine sen- ~ 
timent which particularly characterizes 
the Latin races. The sentiment of justice 
and humanity is weakness and Germany 
is and ought te be force. Wo Preussens 
Macht in Frage kommt, kenne ich kein 
Gesetz, said Bismarck—“ When the power 
of Prussia is in question I know no law.” 

Enemies Most Welcome. 

The German does not ask to be loved. 
He prefers to be hated provided he is 
feared. Oderint, dum metuant. He does 
not mind being surrounded by enemies. 
He knows with satisfaction that in the 
very heart of the empire certain annexed 
provinces constantly protest against the 
violence which has been done to them. 
The ego cannot work without opposition. 
The German needs enemies to keep him- 
self in that state of tension and of strug- 
gle which is the condition of vigor. He 
willingly applies to himself what the 
Lord God said of man in general in the 
prologue of Goethe’s “ Faust”: 
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Man’s activity has only too great a 
propensity to relax. Left by himself man 
seeks repose. That is why I give him a 
devil for a companion. He will excite 
him and keep him from getting sleepy. 


Germany has a certain satisfaction in 
recognizing in the neighbors whom she 
menaces, in the subjects whom she op- 
presses, these providential devils whose 
mischief will stimulate her activity and 
her virtue. 


Not that Germany rejects, as regards 
other nations, every régime except that 
of hostility. Her aim is domination, the 
only réle which suits the people of God. 
Now, to attain that, two means are 
offered to her. The first plainly is in- 
timidation which must never flag. The 
feeble quickly become insolent if their 
feebleness is not recalled to them. Other 
nations must feel themselves constantly 
threatened with the worst catastrophes 
if they resist Germany. But it being 
well understood that Germany is the 
strongest, that she will never give up 
what she possesses, however unjustly, 
then bargains advantageous not only for 
herself but occasionally for the other 
party, may be the more direct and less 
onerous means than violence to attain her 
.end. So Germany will be, by turns, or 
both at once, threatening and amiable. 
Amiability itself can be effective when 
it rests on hatred, contempt, and omni- 
potence. 


Now power counts before all. Ger- 
many must possess armaments superior 
to those of all other nations. The reason 
is plain. The German Empire is a rock 
of peace, der Hort des Friedens. The 
force which it accumulates is directed 
toward imposing upon mankind the Ger- 
man peace, the divine peace. Since Ger- 
many represents peace, whoever opposes 
Germany intends war. Now it is legiti- 
mate that Germany should arm to the 
teeth because she is the incarnation of 
peace, but the adversaries of Germany, 
who, in opposing Germany oppose peace, 
cannot have the same right. It is the 
duty of Germany to carry her armaments 
to the maximum; other peoples have the 
right to arm only as Germany may per- 
mit. 


Germany does not seek war. On the 
contrary, she tries by inspiring terror to 
render it impossible. But if some na- 
tion should profit or be capable of profit- 
ing by her love of peace to pretend to 
rights which offend her she will consent 
to punish that nation. She will be pained 
by the violence she has to do to that na- 
tion and the severity which she has to 
use toward the guilty. But soldier of 
God as she is, she cannot fail to her mis- 
sion. Any nation which refuses to do 
the will of Germany proves by that very 
fact its cultural inferiority and becomes 
guilty. It must be chastised. 


The method according to which Ger- 
many will make war is determined by 
these premises. War is a return to the 
state of nature. Germany yields to this 
temporary retrogression because she has 
to do with people of an inferior culture 
who must be taught a lesson, and must 
be spoken to in a language which they 
understand. Now a characteristic of a 
state of nature is that force reigns un- 
disputed. In this very trait resides the 
sublime beauty of that state, its grandeur 
and its fecundity. Don’t talk of that 
romantic chivalry which pretends in time 
of war to temper the violence of savage 
instincts by the intervention of feminine 
sensibility. War is war. Krieg ist 
Krieg. It isn’t child’s play, it isn’t sport 
where it is necessary to blend barbarity 
and humanity so as to conciliate and hu- 
manize them. It is barbarity itself let 
loose as widely and fully as possible. 
This is not perversity. Man as man suf- 
fers in becoming barbarous, but the man 
who replaces God suppresses the feeble- 
ness of the creature. He submits him- 
self to the mysterious and sublime law 
in virtue of which evil is by so much 
more beneficent as it is achieved with 
resolution and . completeness. ~Pecca 
fortiter. 


The Nature of War. ~ 


The first article of the code of war is 
then the suppression of all sensibility, 
pity, humanity. The nature of war is 
to kill and destroy. The more it de- 
stroys and kills the sooner it comes to its 
ideal form. Moreover, it is at bottom 
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more humane the more inhuman it is, 
because the very terrors which its ex- 
cesses inspire shorten it and make it less 
murderous. 

In the second place, war necessarily 
ignores moral laws. Respect for laws, 
treaties, conventions, loyalty, good faith, 
sentiment and honor, scruples, nobility 
of soul, generosity—these are mere fet- 
ters. The God-people do not recognize 
them. It will then, without hesitation, 
violate the rights of neutrals if it is to 
its interest. It will use falsehood, per- 
fidy, treachery. It will justify itself by 
futile pretexts in committing the most 
atrocious acts—bombardment of unde- 
fended cities, massacre of old men, 
women and children; barbarous torture, 
pillage and assassination; bestiality to 
women; organized incendiarism; me- 
' thodical destruction of monuments which, 
by their history and their antiquity and 
by the admiration of the world, would 
seem to be inviolable. “I am told: 1! 
must avenge myself.” This reason suf- 
fices. We are told that some inhabitant 
of one city or another has been wanting 
in respect toward one of our men. 
Therefore we must burn the city and 
show the inhabitants what we have. 
Definitively, our duty is to let loose the 
elementary energies of nature as far as 
possible to attain the maximum force 
and the maximum of result. 

The effect should, moreover, be psy- 
chological as well as material. Actions 
which seem horrible to man and which 
spread terror are commendable means, 
because they break the spirit even if 
they have no value from a military point 
of view. Moreover, what offends com- 
mon morality is conformed to transcen- 
dent morality. The mission of the Ger- 
mans at war is to punish. They work 
Divine vengeance. They compel their 
enemies to expiate the crime of resisting 
them. After they have taken a city, if 
the enemy has the insolence to take it 
back, it is just that they.shall sack that 
city if possible, killing its inhabitants 
and burning its finest monuments. 


Barbarity Multiplied by Science. 


Given this problem, how to let loose 
most widely the powers of evil, it is 


167 


clear that a people of superior culture 
is better equipped than any other to re- 
solve that problem. In fact, science, 
where it excels, can work destruction and 
evil with the very forces which nature 
employs cnly to create light, heat, life, 
and beauty. The God-people therefore 
unites the maximum of science to the 
maximum of barbarity. The formula of 
its action may be thus written: “ Bar- 
barity multiplied by science.” 

This is the last word of the famous 
doctrine of Germanism. Now the iden- 
tity of the ultimate consequences of the 
doctrine and the features which the pres- 
ent war presents is evident. The prob- 
lem which we undertook is, therefore, 
solved. If, contrary to all likelihood, 
barbarity co-exists with culture in the 
Germans; if in the present war it ap- 
pears to be absolutely bound up in that 


culture, the reason is that German cul- 


ture differs profoundly from what hu- 
manity understands by culture and civili- 
zation. Human civilization tries to hu- 
manize war. German culture tends in- 
definitely to increase its primitive bru- 
tality by science. 

In everything the Germans must be 
unique—in their women, their God, their 
wine, their loyalty. The war which the 
Germans wage against us strikes the 
world with horror and terror, because it 
is in the full force of the term “ the Ger- 
man way, die deutsche Art, the Ger- 
man war.” 

As the world recognizes this astonish- 
ing proposition it asks with anxiety, 
what may be its future relations to Ger- 
many? Knowingly and systematically, 
Germany opposes to all Hellenic, Chris- 
tian, humane civilizations the devastat- 
ing theory of the Huns. True, after the 
war she will claim that she has done 
nothing but conform, often with pain, to 
the conditions of ideal and divine war, 
and she will appear willing to pardon 
to her enemies the cruelties she has 
had to inflict upon them. Decidedly, 
the world will refuse to admire this hor- 
rible magnanimity which on the first im- 
pulse of resistance becomes savagery. 
Today the veil is torn away. German 
culture is shown to be a scientific bar- 
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barity. The world, which means in the 
future to rid itself of all despotism, will 
not compromise with the despotism of 
barbarity. 

But what a disappointment and what 
a grief! Formerly, Germany was held 
to be a great nation. Its praises were 
sounded in many a land of solid and high 
culture. The German tradition once held 
other doctrines than those we have now 
seen devolop under the hands of Prussia. 
Germanism, as the Prussians formulate 
it, consists essentially in contempt for all 
other nations and in the pretension of 
domination. But Leibnitz—as highly es- 
teemed in the Latin world as in the Ger- 
man—professed a philosophy which val- 
ued unity only under the form of har- 
mony between free and autonomous 
forces. Leibnitz exalted the multiple, 
the diverse, the spontaneous. Between 


rival powers he sought to establish rela-. 


tions which would reconcile them with- 
out changing or diminishing the value 
or independence of any of them. Witness 
his effort at the reunion of the Catholic 
and Protestant Churches. After Leib- 
nitz came Kant. He certainly was very 
much of a German. He owned, never- 
theless, that he had learned from Rous- 
seau to honor the common man who, not 
being a savant, possesses moral value 
far above the savant, who has no merit 
but science. And, starting from the prin- 
ciple that every person, so far as he is 
capable of moral value, is entitled to re- 
spect, he urged men to create not a uni- 
versal and despotic monarchy but a re- 
public of nations in which each should 
possess a free and independent person- 
ality. 

This willingness to put liberty before 
unity, and respect and honor the dignity 
of other nations while at the same time 
serving its own, was not extinguished in 
Germany with Leibnitz and Kant. Per- 
mit me, my dear Director, on this sub- 
ject to indulge in some personal remi- 
niscences. 


Treitschke Versus Bluntschli. 


In January, 1869, I was sent to Heidel- 
berg by the Minister of Public Instruc- 
tion, Victor Duruy, to study the organiza- 


tion of German universities. Germany 
was for me the land of metaphysics, 
music, and poetry. I was greatly aston- 
ished to find that outside of the lecture 
courses the only thing discussed was the 
war which Prussia was about to make 
on France. Invited to a soirée, I heard 
it whispered behind me, Vielleicht ist er 
ein franzésischer Spion—“ Perhaps he is 
a French spy.” Such were the words as 
I caught them. At the beer garden a 
student seated himself near me. He 
said to me, “ We are going to war with 
you. We shall take Alsace and Lor- 
raine.” That night I could see from my 
window, looking out on the Neckar, the 
students clad in their club costumes float- 
ing down the river on an illuminated raft 
singirg the famous song in honor of 
Bliicher, who “taught the Welches the 
way of the Germans.” And at the 
university itself the lectures of Treit- 


schke, attended by excited crowds, 
were heated harangues against the 
French, inciting to hatred and to 


war. Seeing that nothing was thought 
of but the preparation for war, I came 
back at the Faster vacation of 1869 con- 
vinced that hostilities would ensue. I 
returned to Heidelberg some time later 
and became acquainted with other per- 
sons, other centres of ideas. I under- 
stood then that opinion in Germany was 
divided between two opposite doctrines. 
The general aspiration was for the unity 
of Germany, but there was no agree- 
ment as to the way of conceiving and 
realizing this unity. The thesis of 
Treitschke was, Freiheit durch Evnheit, 
“liberty throvgh unity,” that is to 
say, unity first, unity before all; liberty 
later, when circumstances should permit. 
And to realize at once this unity, which 
really was the only thing that mattered, 
the enrollment of all Germany under the 
command of Prussia for a war against 
France. 

Now the formula of Treitschke was 
opposed by that of Bluntschli, Einheit 
durch Freiheit—“ Unity through liberty.” 
This doctrine, which counted at that 
time some eminent advocates, aimed first 
to safeguard the independence and unity 
of the German States and then to estab- 
lish between them on that basis a 
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federated union. And as it contemplated 
‘in the heart of Germany a union without 
hegemony, so it conceived of German 
unity as something to be realized with- 
out harm to other nations, and especially 
without harm to France. It was to be 
a free Germany in a free world. 
Germany at that. epoch was at the 
parting of the ways. Should she follow 
a tendency still living in many and noble 
minds or should she abandon it entirely, 
to march head down in the ways in which 
Prussia had entangled her? That was 
the question. The party of war, the 
party of unity as a means of attacking 
and despoiling France, the Prussian 
party, gained the day. And its. success 
rendered its preponderance definitive. 
Since then those who have undertaken to 
remain faithful! to an ideal of liberty and 
humanity have been annihilated. 


Is it still possible that Germany may 
some day regain the parting of the ways 
where she was before 1870 and this time 
take the other road, the road of the 
Leibnitzes, the Kants, the Bluntschlis, 
which leads first to the liberty of indi- 
viduals and of peoples and afterward— 
and only afterward—a form of harmony 
where the rights of all are equally re- 
spected? A word of the Scotch profes- 
sor, William Knight, comes back to my 
memory at this moment: “The best 
things have to die and be reborn.” The 
Germany which the world respected and 
admired, the Germany of Leibnitz, ap- 
pears indeed dead. Can it be reborn? 


Accept, I beg, my dear Director, the 
assurance of my cordial devotion. 
EMILE BOUTROUX. 


The German Religion of Duty 


By Gabriele Reuter.* 


On various occasions in the past I have 
been reproached by my friends for not 
showing the proper spirit of patriotism. 

I have merely smiled at their criticism, 
for it was my opinion that true patriotism 
does not consist of flowery speeches and 
assertions, but in the effort dutifully to 
accomplish that for which one is best 
qualified. 

It seemed to me that I was truly show- 
ing my love for the Fatherland by writ- 
ing my books to the best of my ability. 


But the source of this reproach was 
very evident to me. The cause could be 
traced to a quality which I share with 
many of my compatriots. It must, in 
truth, be called a particularly character- 
istic trait. This is a very earnest desire 
for and love of justice, which is not 
satisfied simply to “recognize,” but en- 
deavors thoroughly to understand the 
. material and spiritual points of view of 
the other nations in order to show them 
the proper appreciation. 

It is natural to develop affection for 
that which one earnestly desires to 
understand. 

Many Germans have had the experi- 
ence that they have rather overzeal- 
ously commenced by weighing the good 
of a foreign pecple in the balance with 
the good of their own, and with well- 
nigh fanatic honesty they have ended by 
acknowledging their own shortcomings 
compared to the merits and advantages 
of the foreign nation. There have been 
instances when some foreigner has 
drawn our attention to this or that par- 
ticular weakness and immediately in- 
numerable of my countrymen assented, 
saying, “Certainly it is true, the criti- 
cism is just, matters are probably even 
worse than they have been represented.” 

Many of us, and I acknowledge I am 


*Gabriele Reuter is one of the foremost 
German woman authors. 


one of the many, have developed a form 
of ascetic mania for self-abasement, a 
desire for truth which knows no limits 
in the dissection of its own condition and 
the disclosure of social and personal 
shortcomings and disadvantages. This 
tendency may be easily discerned in 
much of the German literature of the 
past twenty years; also, in my books. 

The individual is really always the 
symbol of the whole, and the thoughts 
and feelings of one person are but the 
expression of strong forces in national 
life and culture. It was not want of 
patriotism, but an unbounded love for the 
universality of European culture which 
drove us, drove many thousand people 
with German souls, to reach out over the 
boundaries of our own Fatherland for 
intellectual conquests, for permeation and 
coalescence with all the world’s riches, 
goodness, and beauty. 

We loved the others; and believing 
ourselves among friends we were candid 
and disclosed our weaknesses. 


Germans Trusted Too Well. 


We permitted criticism and criticised 
ourselves, because we were convinced 
that those others had our welfare at 
heart, and also because we were con- 
vinced that only by unsparing self- 
knowledge can the heights be scaled 
which lead to superior and more refined 
development. It is therefore probable 
that we ourselves have delivered the 
Weapons into our enemies’ hands. 

Confiding-and harmless as children, we 
were blind to the enigmatical hatred 
which has to an appalling extent devel- 
oped all around us. This hate which has 
been nourished systematically and with 
satanic cleverness probably originated 
in a slight feeling of jealousy, and the 
tendency of my countrymen to criticise 
each other led our enemies to believe 
that they might look for internal dis- 
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cord in the Fatherland and that our 
humiliation could therefore be more 
easily accomplished. 


If we had recognized the danger in 
time, we might have prevented this 
hatred, to which they at the beginning 
were hardly prone, from taking root in 
the souls of nations. But only very few 
among us were aware of it and they re- 
ceived little credence from the others. 
There were times when each one of us 
sensed the antipathy which we encoun- 
tered beyond the boundary lines of our 
own country. But we never realized how 
deeply it had taken root and how widely 
it had spread. We loved our enemies! 
We loved this French nation for its high 
development of etiquette, language, and 
taste; a culture which seemed well 
adapted to serve as a complement to our 
own. How much misery France might 
have been spared had-she but under- 
stood this unfortunate love of the Ger- 
man people for the “Hereditary 
Enemy! ” 


We loved the deep, mystically religious 
soul of the Russians in their anguished 
struggles for freedom! How many Ger- 
mans have looked upon Tolstoy as a new 
savior! 

Above all, though, the German ad- 
mired the Englishman, in the rdéle of the 
“royal merchant,” the far-seeing colo- 
nizer, the master of the seas. Without 
envy Germany gave England credit for 
all these qualities. And when during 
the Boer war voices were raised to warn 
against the English character, even then 
to most of us our Anglo-Saxon cousin 
remained the “Gentleman beyond re- 
proach.” 

Then there is the great German love 
for Holland, Switzerland, and the Scan- 
dinavian countries; here we may find 
the Germanic race less adulterated than 
in our own country. Scandinavian poets 
have become our poets and we are as 
proud of the works of the Swedish ar- 
tist as we are of those of our people. 

We gaze with delight upon the proud, 
blonde grace of the Norse maid; the more 
gentle and pliant manners of the Swedes 
and Danes arouse our admiration; and 


we dearly love their beautiful fjords 
and forests of beech and birch. 


Love Changed to Suspicion. 


Many of us wonder today how much 
of all this love we, in the days to come, 
will be able to rescue from the débris. 
“Has the world gone mad that it has 
ceased to believe in our sincerity? ” This 
at present is the cry of many, many 
thousand German men and women. Do 
we deserve to have our love requited 
with hate? And to find in the countries 
which declare themselves neutral, dis- 
trust, reserve, and, in fact, doubt of our 
honest intentions? Sad, dull despair has 
taken possession of the hearts of our 
best men and women. It is not because 
they tremble for the fate of the loved 
ones who have been compelled to go to 
the front and not bec use there is any 
fear as to the outcome of this war. Not 
one among us doubts the ultimate tri- 
umph of Germany. We also know that 
we must pay a terrible toll for this 
victory with the blood of our sons, 
fathers and husbands. 


Equally as much as they mourn the 
loss of our young manhood many of our 
best citizens deplore the hatred which 
has spread over the face of the globe, 
hate which has torn asunder what was 
‘believed to have been a firmly woven net 
of a common European culture. That 
which we with ardent souls have labored 
to create is being devastated by ruth- 
less force. 


The following story of the non-com- 
missioned German officer is typical or 
symbolical of many. He, while the bullets 
of the inhabitants of Louvain fell around 
him, rescued the priceless old paintings 
from the burning Church of St. Peter, 
simply because he was an art-historian 
and knew and loved each of the master- 
pieces. And well we all understand 
the feelings which mastered him during 
those moments of horror. 

He would probably think and say, “I 
have but done my duty.” 

And now we have arrived at the point 
which gives rise to the greatest amount 
of antipathy. Our opponents declare we 
are endowed with great ability—they say 
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they must acknowledge that. But how 
can a race of stiff, dry, duty-performing 
beings awaken love? The German must 
lose all claim to individual freedom and 
independence of thought in consequence 
of the training which he receives. When 
he is a child he commences it in a mili- 
tary subordination in the school, he con- 
tinues it in the barracks, and later, when 
he enters a vocational life, under the 
stern leadership of his superiors. He 
becomes, our critics continue, simply a 
disagreeable pedantic tool of the all- 
powerful “drill.” This atmosphere of 
“ drill,” or in other words this stern hard 
military spirit, envelops him, accom- 
panies him as guardian from the cradle 
to the grave, and makes of him an un- 
bearable companion for all the more re- 
fined, gentle, and amiable nations. Yes, 
our opponents often declare that they are 
waging war not only against Germany, 
but against this pedantic, military, tyran- 
nical sense of duty, which they call the 
“Prussian spirit.” It shall once and for 
all, they asert, be eradicated from the 
world. 


A Religious Feeling of Duty. 


Far be it from me to deny that my 
country people, male and female, do in- 
deed possess an unusually strong sense 
of duty. This is combined with a desire 
for justice which is so often looked upon 
by outsiders as a lack of patriotic pride, 
and with an honesty which easily makes 
the German appear so clumsy and awk- 
ward. These three characteristics belong 
indissolubly together and one is not to 
be thought of without the other. The 
spirit from which the German sense of 
duty arises is what the foreigner so 
often misunderstands in us. He gener- 
ally confuses sense of duty with blind 
obedience. But this sense of duty does 
not originate from a need for submis- 
sion or from a mental dependence. No, 
it rests on a deep philosophical reason 
and arises from the mental recognition 
of ethical and national necessity. That 
is why it can exist side by side with the 
most extreme individualism, which also 
belongs to the peculiarities of the charac- 
ter of our people. The Germans have al- 
ways been a nation of thinkers, Not 


only the scholar, also the simple worker, 
the laborer, the modest mother take a 
deep pleasure in forming their phi- 
losophy of life and the world. Side by 
side with the loud triumph of our in- 
dustry goes this quieter existence which 
has been rather pushed into the back- 
ground in the last decades, but has not, 
therefore, ceased to exist. And the fur- 
ther the belief in miracles stepped into 
the background, the more the belief in 
duty acquired a warm religious tinge. The 
loud complaints about the vanishing of 
the sense of duty among the young, 
which has so often been voiced by public 
opinion, only prove how strongly this 
ethical force was governing people’s 
minds. Every seeming diminution of it 
was felt to be a disastrous endangerment 
of the knowledge of the people. We have 
perhaps acted childishly and foolishly 
toward other nations by too great con- 
fidence. But in the consciousness of the 


entire German Nation the ominous feel- 


ing was living and working with mighty 
power, that only if every one of us de- 
votes his entire strength to the post as- 
signed to him, and works until the ex- 
haustion of his last mental and physical 
power, only then can we as a national 
whole retain our high level and, sur- 
rounded by dangers on all sides, create 
sufficient room for ourselves to breathe 
and live. 


The Military and the Socialists. 


Two mighty organizations exist 
among us which were opposed to each 
other until recently—the military and 
the Social Democratic. The world sees 
with amazement the perfection which 
has been reached by the military organi- 
zation of our army. Its achievements 
have only become possible through the 
above-mentioned philosophical concep- 
tion of the sense of duty which raises 
it far above any systematic obedience and 
lets it appear in the light of religious 
ideal. Duty becomes in these serious 
and energetic minds.a voluntary adap- 
tation to a carefully organized whole 
with the knowledge that to serve this 
whole at the same time produces the 
highest achievement of the individual 
personality, The Social Democratic or- 
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ganization, opposed though it is to the 
military organization, is also composed 
of Germans and is, therefore, directed 
by the same basic principles as the mili- 
tary organization, although for entirely 
different purposes. For this one reason 
it was almost a matter of course that 
the Social Democrats offered their serv- 
ices for the war at the moment when 
they recognized that it had become of 
imperious necessity to set aside personal 
wishes and ideals and to put in the fore- 
ground only the duty of the defense of 
their country. The idea of our oppo- 
nents, that they would find a support in 
the Socialists of our country, rested on 
a complete misunderstanding of the Ger- 
man character. 

A foreign woman wrote to me in the 
days of the mobilization: “I do not un- 
derstand the German enthusiasm for war 
—how it is possible that one can become 
enthusiastic about murder!” The wo- 
man only saw the exterior and superficial 
phase of things. 

In its endeavor to unite itself with the 
world the German soul had suddenly 
come upon the wildest hatred * * * 
numerous high ideals of culture fell to 
ruin within a few hours. Deeply 
wounded, it was hurled back into its most 
personal possessions. Here it found it- 
self face to face with tasks which far 
surpassed anything demanded heretofore 
of it as fulfillment of duty. And now 
there came to pass a wonder which will 
be unforgettable for every one who lived 
through this period. Everything dry, 
petty, pedantic, connected with German 
ways, which had often made many of us 
impatient with ourselves, was suddenly 
swept away by the storm of these days. 


A gigantic wave of fiery hot feeling 
passed through our country flaming up 
like a beautiful sacrificial pyre. It was 
no longer a duty to offer one’s self and 
one’s life—it was supreme bliss. That 
might easily sound like a hollow phrase. 
But there is a proof, which is more gen- 
uine than words, than songs, and cheers. 
That is the expression in the faces of 
the people, their uncontrolled sponta- 
neous movements. I saw the eyes light 
up of an old woman who had sent four 
sons into battle and exclaimed: “It is 
glorious to be allowed to give the Father- 
land so much!” I saw the controlled 
calm in the features of sorrowing 
mothers who knew that their only sons 
had fallen. But the expression in the 
faces of many wounded who were al- 
ready returning home gripped me the 
most. They had lived through the hor- 
ror of the battle, their feet had waded 
through blood, their young bodies were 
horribly maimed. I saw this strangely 
serene, quietly friendly expression in the 
young faces. They were men who had 
sacrificed their ego. They were great 
patient conquerors of selfishness. And 
with what tenderness, what goodness are 
they surrounded, to lighten their lot, to 
give them joy. How the general senti- 
ment is often expressed in the gesture 
of a single person—you did that for us— 
how can we sufficiently requite you? 


A stream of love is flowing through 
our Fatherland and is uniting all hearts. 
The unobtrusive mother “duty” gave 
birth to the genial child “feeling.” She 
bestowed on it her strong vitality so that 
it can defy a world of hatred—and con- 
quer it. 


* 


A Letter to Gerhart Hauptmann 


By Romain Rolland. 


I am not, Gerhart Hauptmann, of 
those Frenchmen who call Germany bar- 
barian. I recognize the intellectual and 
moral grandeur of your mighty race. I 
realize all that I owe to the thinkers of 
old Germany; and even at this extreme 
hour I recall to mind the example and 
the words of our Goethe—for he belongs 
to all humanity—repudiating national 
hatred and preserving his soul serene in 
those heights “ where one feels the joys 
and sorrows of all peoples as one’s 
own.” “It has been the labor of my life 
to bring together the minds of our two 
nations; and the atrocities of impious 
war shall never lead me to soil my heart 
with hatred. 


Whatever reason I may have, there- 
fore, to suffer through the deeds of your 
Germany and to judge as criminal the 
German policy and the German methods, 
I do not hold responsible the people who 
submit thereto and are reduced to mere 
blind instruments. This does not mean 
that I regard war as a fatality. A French- 
man knows no such word as fatality. 
Fatality is the excuse of souls that lack 
a will. 


No. This war is the fruit of the feeble- 
ness of peoples and of their stupidity. 
One can only pity them; one cannot 
blame them. I do not reproach you for our 
sorrows. Your mourning will not be less 
than ours. If France is ruined, so also 
will be Germany. I did not even raise 
my voice when I saw your armies vio- 
late the neutrality of noble Belgium. 
This forfeit of honor, which compels the 
contempt of every right-thinking mind, 
is too well within the political tradition 
of Prussian Kings to have surprised me. 

But the fury with which you treated 
that generous land whose one crime was 
to defend, unto despair, its independence 
and the idea of justice—that was too 
much! The world revolts in wrath at this. 


Reserve for us your violence—for us 
French, who are your enemies. But to 
trample upon your victims, upon the lit- 
tle Belgian people, unfortunate and in- 
nocent—that is ignominy! 

And not content with assaulting the 
Belgium that lives, you wage war on 
the dead, on the glory of past centuries. 
You bombard Malines, you put Rubens to 
flame, Louvain comes from your hands 
a heap of ashes—Louvain with its treas- 
ures of art and knowledge, the holy 
city! Who indeed are you and what 
name do you conjure us to call you, 
Hauptmann, you who reject the title of 
barbarian ? 

Are you the children of Goethe or of 
Attila? Do you wage war against 
armies or against the human spirit? Kill 
men if you must, but respect man’s 
work. For this is the heritage of the 
human race. And you, like us, are its 
trustees. In making pillage of it as 
you have done you prove yourselves un- 
worthy of this great inheritance, un- 
worthy of holding rank in the small 
European army which is the garde 
@honneur of civilization. 

It is not to the sense of the rest of 
the world that I appeal against you. It 
is to yourself, Hauptmann. In the name 
of our Europe, of which up to the present 
you have been one of the noblest cham- 
pions—in the name of that civilization 
for which the greatest of men have strug- 
gled—in the name of the honor even of 


- your German race, Gerhart Hauptmann, 


I adjure you, I comand you, you and 
the intellectual élite of Germany, where 
I have so many friends, to protest with 
utmost vehemence against this crime 
which leaps back upon yourselves. 

If you fail in this, one of two things 
will be proved—that you acquiesce, (and 
then the opinion of the world will crush 
you,) or that you are powerless to raise 
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your voice against the Huns that now 
command you. And in that case, with 
what right will you still pretend, as you 
have written, that your cause is that of 
liberty and human progress? 

You wil] be giving to the world a proof 
that, incapable of defending the liberty 
of the world, you are helpless even to 
uphold your own; that the élite of Ger- 


many lies subservient to the blackest 
despotism—to a tyranny which mutilates 
masterpieces and assassinates the human 
spirit. 

I await your response, Hauptmann—a 
response which shall be an act. The 
opinion of Europe awaits it, as do I. Bear 
this in mind; in a moment like this, even 
silence is an act. 


A Reply to Rolland © 


By Gerhart Hauptmann. 


You address me, Herr Rolland, in pub- 
lic words which breathe the pain over this 
war, (forced by England, Russia and 
France,) pain over the endangering of 
European culture and the destruction of 
hallowed memorials of ancient art. I 
share in this general sorrow, but that to 
which I cannot consent is to give an 
answer whose spirit you have already 
prescribed and concerning which you 
wrongly assert that it is awaited by all 
Europe. I know that you are of German 
blood. Your beautiful novel, “ Jean- 
Christophe,” will remain immortal among 
us Germans together with “ Wilhelm 
Meister,” and “der griine Heinrich.” 

But France became your adopted 
fatherland; therefore. your heart must 
now be torn and your judgment con- 
fused. You have labored zealously for 
the reconciliation of both peoples. In 
spite of all this when the present bloody 
conflict destroys your fair concept of 
peace, as it has done for so many others, 
you see our nation and our people 
through French eyes, and every attempt 
to make you see clearly and as a German 
is absolutely sure to be in vain. 

Naturally everything which you say of 
our Government, of our army and our 
people, is distorted, everything is false, 
so false that in this respect your open 
letter to me appears as an empty black 
surface. 

War is war. You may lament war, but 
you should not wonder at the things that 


are inseparable from the elementary fact 
itself. Assuredly it is deplorable that in 
the conflict an irreplaceable Rubens is 
destroyed, but—with all honor to Rubens! 
—TI am among those in whom the shat- 
tered breast of his fellow-man compels 
far deeper pain. 


And, Herr Rolland, it is not exactly 
fitting that you should adopt a tone im- 
plying that the people of your land, the 
French, are coming out to meet us with 
palm branches, when in reality they are 
plentifully equipped with cannon, with 
cartridges, yes, even with dumdum bul- 
lets. It is apparent that you have grown 
pretty fearful of our brave troops! That 
is to the glory of a power which is in- 
vincible through the justice of its cause. 
The German soldier has nothing whatso- 
ever in common with the loathsome and 
puerile were-wolf tales which your lying 
French press so zealously publishes 
abroad, that press which the French and 
the Belgian people have to thank for 
their misfortune. 

Let the idle Englishmen call us Huns; 
you may, for all I care, characterize the 
warriors of our splendid Landwehr as 
sons of Attila; it is enough for us if 
this Landwehr can shatter into a thou- 
sand pieces the ring of our merciless ene- 
mies. Far better that you should call us 
sons of Attila, cross yourselves in fear 
and remain outside our borders, than 
that you should indict tender inscriptions 
upon the tomb of our German name, call- . 
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ing us the beloved descendants of Goethe. 
The epithet Huns is coined by people who, 
themselves Huns, are experiencing dis- 
appointment in their criminal attacks on 
the life of a sound and valorous race, be- 
cause it knows the trick of parrying a 
fearful blow with still more fearful force. 
In their impotence, they take refuge in 
curses. 

I say nothing against the Belgian peo- 
. ple. The peaceful passage of German 
troops, a question of life for Germany, 
was refused by Belgium because the Gov- 
ernment had made itself a tool of Eng- 
land and France. This same Govern- 


ment then organized an unparalleled 
guerrilla warfare in order to support a 
lost cause, and by that act—Herr Rol- 
land, you are a musician!—struck the 
horrible keynote of conflict. If you are 
at all in a position to break your way 
through the giant’s wall of anti-German 
lies, read the message to America, by our 
Imperial Chancellor, of Sept. 7; read 
further the telegram which on Sept. 8 
the Kaiser himself addressed to Presi- 
dent Wilson. You will then discover 
things which it is necessary to know in _ 
order to understand the calamity of Lou- 
vain, 


Another Reply to Rolland 


By Karl Wolfskehl. 


To you, Rolland, belonging as a chosen 
one to the more important Frenchmen 
who can rise above their race, the Ger- 
man nature has often been revealed. To 
you, now, we shall make answer, offer 
frank testimony concerning the spirit of 
the time, concerning that fate, that very 
fate in which you, the Frenchman, do 
not believe. You do not believe in it; 
what to us is fate, mysterious necessity, 
to you is fatalité, an unavoidable Alp 
which threatens the individual in his in- 
dividual freedom. This fatalité, we, too, 
do not believe in it, but we do believe 
in the forces which bring forth the 
eternal in human will, that these both 
are one, will and forces, one with neces- 
sity, with actuality, with creative, moral 
power, of which all great ideas are the 
children, the idea of freedom, the idea 
of the beautiful, the idea of tragic 
fidelity, and that these, reaching far 
above being and passing away, are 
nevertheless real, life entire, fact en- 
tire. All that which is as dear to you 
as to us, great works and great feelings, 
resignation and self-restraint, all that 
is necessity, is fate, that became will— 
all that a unity out of choice and com- 
pulsion. All that is for us eternal, not 
according to the measure of time, but 


according to the beginning and the power 
of its working forces, in so far as it is 
necessary. 


Thus has it become fate, destiny, not 
fatalité, rather like that fate which in 
Beethoven’s own words in the first move- 
ment of his “ Eroica” “is the knocking 
at the gate.” 

Such a fate is this war. No one wanted 


_it in our Germany, for it was forced upon 


us with terrible arbitrariness, contrary to 
all right. Do you not know of the net 
that has been spun-around us and drawn 
tight for the last half of a generation, to 
choke us? Do you not know how often 
this most peaceful of peoples has drawn 
back, how often the strange powers in 
the East and in the West have with con- 
temptuous snarls said, “ Wilhelm will 
not make war”? That you ought to 
know, Rolland, for it is known to the 
whole world. 


The War “Came from God.” 


But I will betray something to you that 
you cannot know, because you are a 
stranger; and this will probably show 
you where we see fate. I will betray to 
you the fact that there is still another 
Germany behind the exterior in which 
great politics and great finance meet 
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with the literary champions of Europe. 
That Germany tells you in this heavy 
hour of Europe: 


This undesired war that has been 
forced upon us is nevertheless a neces- 
sity; it had to come to pass for the sake 
of Germany and the world of European 
humanity, for the sake of the world. 
We did not want it, but it came from 
God. Our poet knew of it. He saw this 
war and its necessity and its virtues, and 
heralded it, long before an ugly suspi- 
cion of it flew through the year—before 
the leaves began to turn. The “ Stern 
des Bundes ” [“ Star of the Federation ”’] 
is this book of prophecy, this book of 
necessity and of triumph. 

The present need and the present tri- 
umph are quite human and quite in- 
exorable. They have a part in all that 
has taken place, and they are unprece- 
dented and new. None of us—do you 
hear, Rolland?—none of us Germans to- 
day would hesitate to help destroy every 
monument of our holy German past, if 
necessity made it a matter of the last 
ditch, for that from which alone all 
monuments of all times draw their right 
of existence and their worth unless they 
are empty husks, skeletons, and frame- 
work; even so, we alone may ask what 
shall come to pass, not what shall cease. 
Which ruins are ravings, and which are 
the pains of childbirth, we do not pre- 
sume to decide; but you, too, who are 
so pained by ruins, even as we are pained 
by them, you, too, do not know it. 

Today it is a question of the life or 
death of the European soul. Do you not 
believe that this soul is more endan- 
gered at the hands of the hordes of stub- 
nosed Slavs than of the phalanx of those 
whom you, Rolland, call Huns? Your 
sense must give you the right to an- 
swer. Recall the terrible story of Rus- 
sian incendiarism for the last hundred 
years, which has torn to pieces in ever- 
increasing lust for murder bodies and 
souls; recall the eternally perjured and 
law-defying regiment of grave diggers; 
and then blush that you have character- 
ized as a heavy crime a manfully con- 
fessed act of self-defense on the part of 
the Germans, the temporary occupation 


of Belgium! Blush that you have for- 
gotten the Russian Moloch now loosed 
upon us, drunk with the blood and tears 
of alien peoples as well as of its own 
children! That you have forgotten all 
that, in order to lament over buildings 
which we have been forced in self-de- 
fense—again in self-defense—to sacri- 
fice! And blush for those of your people 
who have become accomplices of that 
Moloch! Those who are sinning against 
the Holy Ghost of Europe, in order to 
attempt belated vengeance against Ger- 
many! Do you know what the ancients, 
the very Greeks and Romans from whom 
you have drawn your blood and tempera- 
ment, called that sin? Blood-guiltiness is 
the name of that horror. And do you 
know how it is atoned for? I shrink to 
ask further, yea, even to think further; 
for horror falls upon me, and I see the 
unspeakable. 


Today, battling against you allies of 
the swarms of Muscovites, we Europeans 
are battling also for that France which 
you are threatening—you, not we! 


German Intellectuals “ All Afire.” 


Yes, Romain Rolland, try, Frenchman 
that you are, to look into the mysteries 
of the time. Ask yourself, marvel, how 
it comes to pass that we, the intellectuals 
among the Germans, take part without 
exception in this dreadful war; take part 
with body and soul. None of us am- 
bitious, none of us a politician, not one 
of us who, till this war, busied himself 
about anything except his idea, the 
Palladium of his life! And now we are 
all afire, with all our hearts, with our 
whole people, all full of determination 
and prepared for the last. All our youth 
in the field, every man among us thrilled © 
with faith in our God and this battle of 
our God, every man among us conscious 
of the sacred necessity that has driven 
us, every man among us consecrated for 
timely death! Are these incendiaries? 
Are these slaves, whom a despot points 
the way to the rolling dead? Every one 
knows it is our all that is at stake; it is 
a matter of the divine in humanity, a 
matter of our preservation and that of 
Europe. 
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And so we stand amid death and ruins 
under the star—one federation, one 
single union. This I have had to tell 
you, whether you will listen to it, 


whether Europe has ears to hear it, or 
not. From now on, may our deeds be 


our words! 


Are We Barbarians ? 


By Gerhart Hauptmann. 


The idea of cosmopolitanism has never 
taken deeper root anywhere than in Ger- 
many. Let any person reflect about our 
literary translations and then name a 
nation that has tried so honestly as we 
to do justice to the spirit and the feel- 
ings of other races, to understand their 
inmost soul in all good-will. 

I must out with it: We had and have 
no hatred against France: we have ido- 
lized the fine arts, the sculpture and 
painting and the literature of that coun- 
try. The worldwide appreciation of 
Rodin had its origin in Germany—we 
esteem Anatole France, Maupassant, 
Flaubert, Balzac, as if they were Ger- 
man authors. We have a deep affection 
for the people of South France. We find 
passionate admirers of Mistral in small 
German towns, in alleys, in attics. It 
was deeply to be regretted that Ger- 
many and France could not be friends 
politically. They ought to have been, 
because they were joint trustees of the 
intellectual treasures of the Continent, 
because they are two of the great culti- 
vated nations of Europe. But fate has 
willed it otherwise. 

In the year 1870 the German races 
fought for the union of the Germans and 
the German Empire. Owing to the suc- 
cess of this struggle Germany has en- 
joyed an era of peace for more than 
forty years.. A time of budding, grow- 
ing, becoming strong, flowering, and 
bearing fruit, without parallel in his- 
tory. Out of a population, growing 
more and more numerous, an ever-in- 
creasing number of individuals have 
been formed. Individual energy and a 
general tendency to expand led to the 
great achievements of our industry, our 


commerce, and our trade. I do not think 
that any American, Englishman, French- 
man, or Italian when in a German fam- 
ily, in German towns, in German hotels, 
on German ships, in German concerts, in 
German theatres, at Baireuth, in Ger- 
man libraries, or in German museums, 
ever felt as if he were among “bar- 
barians.” We visited other countries and 
kept an open door for every stranger. 


English Relations. 

It is with pain and with bitterness that 
I speak the word England. I am one of 
those barbarians on whom the English 
University of Oxford conferred the de- 
gree of Doctor Honoris Causa. I have 
friends in England who stand with one 
foot on the intellectual soil of Germany. 
Haldane, formerly English Minister of 
War, and with him countless other Eng- 
lishmen, made regular pilgrimages to the 
little barbarous town of Weimar, where 
the barbarians Goethe, Schiller, Herder, 
Wieland, and others, have created 
another world for humanity. We have a 
poet, whose plays, more than those of 
any other German poet, have become na- 
tional property; his name is Shakespeare. 
This Shakespeare is, at the same time, 
the prince of English poets. The mother 
of our Emperor is an English woman, 
the wife of the King of England a Ger- 
man, and yet this nation, so closely re- 
lated by blood and choice, has declared 
war against us. Why? Heaven only 
knows. This much, however, is certain, 
that the now beginning European con- 
cert, saturated with blood, as it is, has 
an English statesman for its impresario 
and its conductor. It is doubtful, how- 
ever, whether the finale of this terrible 
music will find the same conductor at 
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the stand. “My cousin, you did not 
mean well either with yourselves or with 
us when your tools threw the fire-brand 
into our dwellings! ” 

If heaven wills that we should issue 
regenerated from this terrible trial, we 
shall have the sacred duty of showing 
ourselves worthy of our regeneration. 
By the complete victory of German 
arms the independence of Europe would 
be secured. It would be necessary to 
make it clear to the different nations of 
Europe that this war must be the last 
between themselves. They must see at 
last that their sanguinary duels only 
bring a shameful advantage to the one 
who, without taking part in them, is their 
originator. Then they must devote 
themselves mutually to the work of civil- 
ization and peace, which will then make 
misunderstandirgs impossible. 

In this direction much had already 
been done before the war began. The 
dfferent nations had already met in 
peaceful emulation and were to meet 
again at Berlin for the Olympian games. 
Tt is only necessary to recall the aero- 
nautic races, the boat races, the horse 
races, and the beneficial international in- 
fluence of the arts and sciences, and the 
great super-national Nobel Prizes. The 
barbarian Germany has, as is well known, 
led the way among the other nations 
with her great institutions for social re- 
form. <A victory would oblige us to go 
forward on this path and to make the 
blessings of such institutions general. 
Our victory would, furthermore, secure 
the future existence of the Teutonic race 
for the welfare of the world. During 
the last decade, for example, how fruit- 
ful has the Scandinavian literature been 
for the German, and vice versa, the Ger- 


man for the Scandinavian. How many 
Swedes, Norwegians, and Danes have 
lately, without feeling conscious of a 
drop of foreign blood, shaken hands with 
German brothers in Stockholm, Chris- 
tiania, Copenhagen, Munich, Vienna, and 
Berlin. How much homely good-fellow- 
ship has grown up around the noble 
names of Ibsen, Bjérnsen, and Strindberg. 


Faust and Rifles. 


I hear that abroad an enormous num- 
ber of lying tales are being fabricated 
to the detriment of our honor, our cul- 
ture, and our strength. Well, those who 
create these idle tales should reflect that 
the momentous hour is not favorable for 
fiction. On three frontiers our own blood 
bears witness. I myself have sent out 
two of my sons. All our intrepid German 
soldiers know why they are going to war. 
There are no analphabets to be found 
among them; all the more, however, of 
those who, besides their rifle, have their 
Goethe’s “Faust,” their “ Zarathustra,” 
a work of Schcpenhauer’s, the Bible, or 
their Homer in their knapsacks. And 
even those who have no book in the knap- 
sack know that they are fighting for a 
hearth at which every guest is welcome. 

On the frontier stands our blood tes- 
timony; the Socialist side by side with 
the bourgeois, the peasant beside the man 
of learning, the Prince beside the work- 
man; and they all fight for German free- 
dom, for German domestic life, for Ger- 
man art, German science, German prog- 
ress; they fight with the full, clear con- 
sciousness of a noble and rich national 
possession, for internal and external 
goods, all of which serve for the general 
progress and development of mankind. 


To Americans From a German Friend 


By Ludwig Fulda. 


Like most of the champions of Germany 
in the literary field, Ludwig Fulda is a 
Doctor of Philosophy. He is also author of 
many famous poetical and prose works of 
fiction. 

Many things have been revealed to us 
by this war that even the _ keenest- 
minded among us would have declared 
immediately before its outbreak to be 
impossibilities.. Nothing, however, has 
been a greater and more painful surprise 
to Germans than the position taken by 
a great part of the American press. 
There is nothing that we would have 
suspected less than that within the one 
neutral nation with which we felt our- 
selves most closely connected, both by 
common interests and by common ideals, 
voices would be raised that in the hour 
of our greatest danger would deny us 
their sympathy, yes, even their compre- 
hension of our course. 


To me, personally—I cannot avoid say- 
ing it—this was a very bitter disappoint- 
ment. A year has hardly passed since 
I was over there the second time as a 
guest and returned strengthened in my 
admiration for that great, upward striv- 
ing community. In my book, “ Amerikan- 
ische Hindrucke,” (‘“ American Impres- 
sions,”) a new edition of which has just 
appeared in a considerably supplemented 
form, comprising the fruits of that trip, 
I have made every effort to place before 
my countrymen in the brightest light 
the advantages and _ superiorities of 
Americans, and especially to convince 
them that the so-called land of the dollar 
was not only economically but also men- 
tally and spiritually striding upward ir- 
resistibly; that also in the longing and 
effort to obtain education and knowledge 
and in the valuation of all the higher 
things in life, it was not surpassed by 
any other country in the world. In the 
entire book there is not a page that is 
not filled with the confidence that for 
these very reasons America and Ger- 


many were called upon to march hand 
in hand at the head of cultured human- 
ity. Is this belief now to be contra- 
dicted? Shall I as a German no longer 
be permitted to call myself a friend of 
America because over there they think 
the worst of us for the reason that we, 
attacked in dastardly wise by a world 
of foes, are struggling with unanimous 
determination for our existence? 


Guillotining German Honor. 


Of course I know very well that public 
opinion over there has largely been mis- 
led by our opponents and is continuously 
being misled. Did not the English at 
the very beginning of the war cut our 
cable, in order to be able to guillotine 
our honor without the least interfer- 
ence? For this reason I cannot blame 
the masses if they took for truth the ab- 
surd fables dished out to them, when no 
contradicting voice could reach them. 
Less than that, however, can I understand 
how educated beings, even men who, 
thanks to their gifts and their standing, 
play the part of responsible leaders, not 
only accepted believingly these prevarica- 
tions and distortions, but, with them as a 
basis, immediately rendered a _ verdict 
against us. For he who publicly judges 
must be expected to have heard first both 
parties; and whoever is not in a position 
to do this must in decency be expected to 
postpone his verdict. Yes, even more 
than that, one should think that the 
sense of justice of every non-partisan 


‘must be violated if the one party is ab- 


solutely muzzled by the other, and even 
for this one reason the cause of the lat- 
ter must be considered as not being free 
from reason for doubt. Furthermore, 
one should assume that he who once has 
been unmasked as a liar therewith should 
have lost the blind confidence of the im- 
partial in his future assertions. In spite 
of this, although the first ridiculous news 
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of German defeats and internal dissent 
could not withstand the far-sounding 
echo of facts, there still seems to be no 
twisting of the truth, no defamation, 
which over there is considered as too 
thin and too ridiculous by the press and 
as too shameless by the public. 


Should the Germans, who, since the 
time when they fought for and attained 
their national unity, have exclusively de- 
voted themselves to works of peace and 
culture, suddenly have been transformed 
into an adventurous, booty-hungry horde 
which from mere lust challenged a tre- 
mendously superior force to do battle? 
Should they suddenly have sacrificed to 
their so-called militarism all their other 
efforts in commerce, industry, art, and 
science, in order to risk their very exist- 
ence for the love of this Moloch? Do you 
believe that, Americans? 


Question of Militarism. 

Our militarism! What does this ex- 
pression, quoted until it is sickening, 
mean in the mouth of enemies who in re- 
spect of the energy and extent of their 
armaments were not behind us? Is there 
no such thing as militarism in France and 
in Russia? Is the English giant fleet an 
instrument of peace? Was the Triple 
Entente founded in order to bring about 
the millennium on earth? Would the 
Entente, if we had been foolish enough 
to disarm, have guaranteed our posses- 
sions as a reward for being good? Do 
you believe that, Americans? 


It certainly may be difficult for the 
citizens of the Union—happy beings they 
are for it—to put themselves in the place 
of a nation that knows it is surrounded 
on its open borders by jealous, hateful, 
and greedy neighbors; of a country that 
for centuries has been the battlefield of 
all European wars, the place of strife 
of all the European peoples. They, the 
members of a nation which for itself oc- 
cupies a space nearly as large as Europe, 
almost half of a continent, protected on 
both sides by the ocean and on the other 
borders not seriously threatened for as 
long a time to come as may ke antici- 
pated, have no people’s army because 
they do not need any; and yet they would 
—their history proves it—give their 


blood and that of their sons for the cause 
of their nation just as gladly as we, if 
the necessity for doing so came to them. 
Will they, therefore, reproach us for lov- 
ing our country not less than they do 
theirs, only for the reason that we have 
a thousand times more difficulty in pro- 
tecting it? 


Our general military service, which 
ey is being defamed by the word 

“militarism,” is born of the iron com- 
mandment of self-preservation. Without 
it the German Empire and the German 
Nation long ago would have been struck 
out of the list of the living. Only lack 
of knowledge or intentional misconcep- 
tion of our character could accuse us of 
having an aggressive motive back of it. 
On earth there is no more peaceful na- 
tion than Germany, providing she be 
left in peace and her room to breathe be 
not lessened. Germany never has had 
the least thought of assuming for her- 
self the European hegemony, much less 
the rulership of the world. She has 
never greedily eyed colonial possessions. 
of other great powers. On the contrary, 
in the acquisition of her colonies she was 
satisfied with whatever the others had 
left for her. And least of all did she 
carry up her sleeve a desire of extending 
the frontiers of the empire. The famous 
word of Bismarck, that Germany was 
“saturated ” with acquired territory, is 
still accepted as fully in force to such 
an extent that even in case of her vic- 
tory the question as to which parts of 
the enemies’ territory we should claim 
for our own would cause us a great deal 
of perplexity. The German Empire 
could only lose as the national State she 
is in strength and unity by acquiring 
new and strange elements. 


Otherwise would the empire, from the 
day of its founding until now, for nearly 
half a century, actually have avoided 
every war, often enough under the most 
difficult circumstances? Would it have 
quietly suffered the open or hidden chal- 
lenges, the machinations of its ene- 
mies constantly appearing more plain- 
ly? Yes, would it have tried again and 
again to improve its relations with these 
very same enemies by the greatest ad- 
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vances? As opposed to the ill-concealed 
hostility of the French, would it not 
have been shaken in its steadfast policy 
of conciliation by the fact that this policy 
with them only made the impression of 


weakness and fear? Would it have per- 


mitted France to reconstruct her power 
which was destroyed in 1870 to a greater 
extent than before, and, in addition, al- 
lowed her to conquer a new and gigantic 
colonial empire? Would it have per- 
mitted prostrate Russia to recuperate 
undisturbed from the almost annihilating 
blows of the revolution and the Japa- 
nese war? Would it, in the countless 
threatening conflicts of the last decades, 
have on every occasion thrown the entire 
weight of its sword into the scales for 
the preservation of peace? 


The Kaiser’s Responsibility. 

Then, too, many Americans emphasize 
the fact that they are making not the 
German people but the Emperor alone 
responsible for this war. It is hardly 
conceivable how serious-minded people 
can lend themselves to the spreading of a 
fable so childish. When William II., 29 
years old, mounted the throne, the entire 
world said of him that his aim was the 
acquirement of the laurels of war. In 
spite of this for twenty-six years he has 
shown that this accusation was absurd 
and has proved himself to be the most 
honest and most dependable protector of 
European peace. In fact, the very circle 
of enemies which now dares to call him 
a military despot thirsting for glory, 
‘has year in and year out ridiculed him 
as a ruler, whose provocation to the very 
limit was an amusement absolutely 
fraught with no danger. He who has 
never been misled by the-fiery enthuiasm 
of youth nor by the full strength of ripe 
manhood to adorn his brow with the 
bloody halo of glory, should he suddenly, 
when his hair is turned gray, have turned 
into a Caesar, an Attila? Do you believe 
that, Americans? 


It is a fact in times of peace there 
have been certain differences of opinion 
between the Emperor and his_ people. 
Although at all times the honesty of his 
intentions was elevated above every 
doubt, the one or other impulsive moves 


a  ———— — 


he took to obtain their realization ex- 
posed him to criticism at home. Today 
one may safely admit that—today, when 
of these trifling disputes not even a 
breath, not even a shadow, remains. 
Never before has his whole people, his 
whole nation, in every grade of educa- 
tion, in all classes, in all parties, stood 


’ behind him so absolutely without reserve 


as now, when in the last, the very last 
hour, and driven by direst need, he 
finally drew the sword to ward off an at- 
tack from three sides, long ago prepared. 


Our nation and our Emperor have not 
wanted this war and are not to be blamed 
for it. Even the “ White Book” of the 
German Government, by the very uncon- 
trovertible language of its documents, 
must convince every impartial being of 
this fact. And day by day the over- 
whelming evidence of the plot sys- 
tematically hatched and systematically 
carried out under the guidance of Eng- 
land, which put before us the alternative 
of cutting our way through or being an- 
nihilated, is increasing. 


No Treason to Austria Considered. 


It may be that the catastrophe, so far 
as we are concerned, might have been 
staved off once more if we would have 
disregarded the obligation of our alli- 
ance and would have left Austria in the 
lurch—the Austria which did not want 
anything else than to put a stop to the 
nasty work of a band of assassins or- 
ganized by a neighboring State. But it 
requires an extreme degree of political 
blindness for the assumption that by such 
cowardly treason we should have been 
able to purchase a change of mind or a 
lasting peace from our enemies. On the 
contrary, they would soon enough have 
used a suitable opportunity to fall upon 
Germany, which then would have been 
completely isolated, and the struggle for 
our national existence would have had to 
be fought under conditions very “much 
more favorable to our enemies. 

According to a newspaper report, the 
esteemed President Eliot of Harvard has 
written that the fear of the Muscovites 
could not explain our action, and that an 
alliance with the Western powers would 
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have offered better protection against a 
Russian attack. Yes; if such a thing 
had been possible! As a matter of fact, 
however, the Western powers did not ally 
themselves with us against Russia, but 
with Russia against us; and not the fear 
of the Muscovites, but their mobilization, 
encouraged and aided by the very same 
Western powers, drove us to war. I won- 
der what President Eliot himself would 
have done under these circumstances had 
he been the guardian responsible for 
Germany’s fate? 


Belgium’s Alleged Neutrality. 


But then the violation of Belgian neu- 
trality! How with the aid of this bug- 
aboo the entire neutral world has been 
stirred up against us, after England 
made it the hypocritical excuse for her 
declaration of war! We knew very well 
that England and France were deter- 
mined to violate this neutrality; but, 
then, we ought to have been very good; 
we ought to have waited until they did 
so. Waited until their armies would 
break into our country across our un- 
protected Belgian frontier! In other 
words, we ought to have committed na- 
tional suicide. Whoever, even up until 
now, has doubted the German assertion 
that Belgium was under one roof with 
England and France, and had herself 
thrown away her neutrality, must have 
his eyes opened by the latest official 
developments. The documents of the 
Belgian General Staff which have fallen 
into our hands contain an agreement ac- 
cording to which the march through Bel- 
gium of British troops in the case of a 
Franco-German war was provided for in 
every detail. Whosoever in the face of 
these documents repeats the assertion 
that we have committed a violation of in- 
nocent Belgium gives aid to a historical 
forgery. 

We have violated the alleged neutral- 
ity of Belgium in self-defense. On the 
other hand, the Japanese, egged on and 
supported by England, have violated the 
real neutrality of China from pure lust 
for robbery. For the three great pow- 


ers allied against Germany and Austria _ 


have not been satisfied with their own 
nominal superiority of 220 millions 


against 110 millions! In addition to this 
they have urged on into war against us 
a Mongolian people, the most dangerous 
enemy of the white race and its culture. 
They have supplemented their armies 
by a motley collection of all the African 
negro tribes. They lead into battle 
against us Indian troops, and the Chris- 
tian Germanic King of England prays to 
God for the victory of the heathen Hin- 
dus over his coreligionists and blood 
relatives. Americans, does your racial 
feeling, at other times so sensitive, re- 
main silent in view of this unexampled 
shame? Do you accord to the English 
and the French, who are attacking us 
in co-operation with the Russians, the 
Servians, and the Montenegrins, who are 


dirtying themselves with a brotherhood 


in arms with the yellow skins, the brown 
skins, and the blacks, the right to de- 
clare themselves the representatives of 
civilization and us to be barbarians? 


In order to drive home such evident 
absurdities, they were, of course, obliged 
to carry on the poisoning of the spring 
of information to the utmost, they had 
to suppress the news of the vile deeds 
of guerrillas and “snipers” in Belgium 
and of the Russian ghouls in East Prus- 
sia, that were crying to heaven, and to 
send out into the world instead fables 
of German brutality. Our national army, 
permeated with ethical seriousness and 
iron discipline, the scientist standing be- 
side the farmer, the workman beside the 
artist, should be guilty of unnecessary 
severity, uncontrollable brutality, bru- 
tality against people unable to defend 
themselves? Do you believe that, 
Americans? 


The Charge of Vandalism. 


The climax of absurdity, however, is 
reached when the Germans, who in their 
love and appreciation of art are not 
surpassed by any people in the world, are 
accused of having raged as~ vandals 
against works of art. Even now these 
accusations, which the French Govern- 
ment itself had the pitiful courage to 
support, have proved totally groundless. 
The City Hall at Louvain stands unin- 
jured; while the populace fired at them, 
our soldiers had, risking their own lives, 
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saved it from the flames. An imperial 
art commission followed at the heels of 
our victorious troops in Belgium, in order 
to take charge of the guarding and 
administration of the treasures of art. 
The cathedral at Rheims has received but 
slight damage, and would not have been 
damaged at all had its tower not been 
misused by the French as an observation 
station. I should like to see the com- 
mander of an army who, for the sake of 
the safety of a historical monument, 
would forget the safety of the troops 
intrusted into his care! 


Enough of it! What I have stated is 
sufficient to show what low weapons our 
enemies are using behind the battlefield 
to sully Germany’s shield of honor. It 
is enough for those who care to listen at 
all. But, also, wherever the weak voice 
of one rebounds from ears stubbornly 
closed, the more powerful voice of truth 
eventually will force a more just verdict. 

Justice—that is all that we expect from 
America. We respect its neutrality; we 
do not ask from it an ideal partisanship 
for our benefit. If it does not have for 
us the sympathy which we have already 
extended to it and, after a century and 
a half of unclouded intercourse between 
the two nations, have anticipated there, 
then we cannot imbue it with that spirit 
by reasoning. Furthermore, in the exist- 
ence of nations sympathy is not the de- 
ciding factor, and every nation should be 
rebuked which out of regard for sym- 
pathy would in decisive matters act 
against its own interests. But just for 
that very reason one more question must 
be raised. In the present conflict, which 
momentarily almost splits the entire 


world into two camps, where do the in- 
terests of America lie? 

That they are not lying on the side 
of Russia probably is self-evident. No 
free American can find desirable a fur- 
ther extension of the Russian world em- 
pire and of Russian despotism at the ex- 
pense of Germany. But how about a 
country from which once America had to 
wrest its own liberty in bloody battle? 
How about England? Where, if England 
should succeed in downing Germany, 
would her eyes next be pointed? Has 
she not herself admitted that she is 
making war on us principally because 
she sees in us an uncomfortable com- 
petitor in trade? And which competitor 
would be the next one after us that 
would become awkward to the trust on 
the Thames? Yes, have they not already 
hauled off for the smash against Amer- 
ica, when Japan is given opportunity to 
increase her power—the same Japan 
with whom America sooner or later will 
be bound to have an accounting and 
whose victory over us would make that 
accounting a great deal more difficult 
for the United States? 

Germany’s fate certainly does not de- 
pend upon the friendly or unfriendly 
feeling of America. It will be decided 
solely upon the European battlefields. 
But because we are looking out from 
the night to a future dawn, because in 
the midst of our national need the cause 
of humanity is close to our heart, for 
these reasons it is not immaterial to us 
how the greatest neutral nation of cul- 
ture thinks of us. Americans, the cable 
between us has been cut. It is our wish 
and our hope that the stronger band 
that unites American ideals with German 
ideals shall not also be cut. 


To the Civilized World 


By Professors of Germany. 


As representatives of German science 
and art, we hereby protest to the civilized 
world against the lies and calumnies with 
which our enemies are endeavoring to 
stain the honor of Germany in her hard 
struggle for existence—in a struggle 
which has been forced upon her. 


The iron mouth of events has proved 
the untruth of the fictitious German de- 
feats, consequently misrepresentation 
and calumny are all the more eagerly at 
work. As heralds of truth we raise our 
voices against these. 


It is not true that Germany is guilty 
of having caused this war. Neither the 
people, the Government, nor the Kai- 
ser wanted war. Germany did her ut- 
most to prevent it; for this assertion the 
world has documental proof. Often 
enough during the twenty-six years of 
his reign has Wilhelm II. shown himself 
to be the upholder of peace, and often 
enough has this fact been acknowledged 

‘by our opponents. Nay, even the Kaiser 
they now dare to call an Attila has been 
ridiculed by them for years, because of 
his steadfast endeavors to maintain uni- 
versal peace. Not till a numerical su- 
periority which had been lying in wait 
-on the frontiers assailed us did the 
whole nation rise to a man. 

It is not true that we trespassed in 
neutral Belgium. It has been proved 
that France and England had resolved 
on such a trespass, and it has likewise 
been proved that Belgium had agreed to 
their doing so. It would have been sui- 
cide on our part not to have been before- 
hand. 

It is not true that the life and property 
of a single Belgian citizen was injured by 
our soldiers without the bitterest self- 
defense having made it necessary; for 
again and again, notwithstanding re- 
peated threats, the citizens lay in ambush, 
shooting at the troops out of the houses, 


mutilating the wounded, and murdering 
in cold blood the medical men while they 
were doing their Samaritan work. There 
can be no baser abuse than the suppres- 
sion of these crimes with the view of let- 
ting the Germans appear to be criminals, 
only for having justly punished these 
assassins for their wicked deeds. 


It is not true that our troops treated 
Louvain brutally. Furious inhabitants 
having treacherously fallen upon them 
in their quarters, our troops with aching 
hearts were obliged to fire a part of the 
town as a punishment. The greatest 
part of Louvain has been preserved. The 
famous Town Hall stands quite intact; 
for at great self-sacrifice our soldiers 
saved it from destruction by the flames. 
Every German would of course greatly 
regret if in the course of this terrible 
war any works of art should already 
have been destroyed or be destroyed at 
some future time, but inasmuch as in our 
great love for art we cannot be sur- 
passed by any other nation, in the same 
degree we must decidedly refuse to buy 
a German defeat at the cost of saving 
a work of art. 


It is not true that our warfare pays no 
respect to international laws. It knows 
no indisciplined cruelty. But in the east 
the earth is saturated with the blood of 
women and children unmercifully butch- 
ered by the wild Russian troops, and in 
the west dumdum bullets mutilate the 
breasts of qgur soldiers. Those who have 
allied themselves with Russians and Ser- 
vians, and present such a shameful scene 
to the world as that of inciting Mon- 
golians and negroes against the white 
race, have no right whatever to call 
themselves upholders of civilization. 

It is not true that the combat against 
our so-called militarism is not a combat 
against our civilization, as our enemies 
hypocritically pretend it is. Were it not 
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for German militarism German civiliza- 
tion would long since have been extir- 
pated. For its protection it arose in a 
land which for centuries had been plagued 
by bands of robbers as no other land had 
been. The German Army and the Ger- 
man people are one and today this con- 
sciousness fraternizes 70,000,000 of Ger- 
mans, all ranks, positions, and parties 


being one. 

We cannot wrest the poisonous weapon 
—the lie—out of the hands of our 
enemies. All we can do is to proclaim 
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to all the world that our enemies are 
giving false witness against us. You, 
who know us, who with us have protect- 
ed the most holy possessions of man, we 
call to you: 


Have faith in us! Believe that we 
shall carry on this war to the end as a 
civilized nation, to whom the legacy of a 
Goethe, a Beethoven, and a Kant is just 
as sacred as its own hearths and homes. 


For this we pledge you our names and 
our honor: 
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Appeal of the German Universities 


The campaign of systematic lies and 
slander which has been carried on against 
the German people and empire for years 
has since the outbreak of the war sur- 
passed everything with which one might 
have credited even the most unscrupu- 
lous press. To repudiate any charges 
raised against our Kaiser and his Gov- 
ernment rests with the authorities in 


question. They have done so, and their 
defense is substantiated by striking 
proofs. He who wants to know the truth 


can learn it, and we trust that truth will 
prevail. But if we are to look on, when 
our enemies, guided by envy and malice, 
are shameless enough to charge our army 
and with it our whole nation with bar- 
barous atrocities and senseless vandal- 
ism, and when their statements appear 
to be believed, to a certain extent, 
among neutrals and in places which, at 
other times, were well disposed toward 
us; if we are quietly to look on when all 
this happens, we, the appointed trustees 
of culture and education in our Father- 
land, feel in duty bound to break the 


reserve which our calling and position 
impose on us with a strong expression 
of protest. Hence we now appeal to the 
learned bodies with whom we hitherto 
worked in common in the interests of the 
highest ideals of the human race and 
with whom, even at this time, when ha- 
tred and passion rule the world and con- 
fuse the minds of men, we hope to re- 
main of the same mind, in the same 
service of truth. We appeal to them 
in the confident belief that our voice 
will find hearing, and that the expres- 
sion of our honest indignation will meet 
with credence. Moreover, we appeal to 
the love of truth and to the sense of 
justice of the many thousands all over 
the world who, being welcome guests 
in our educational institutions, have 
taken part in the inheritance of German 
culture, and who thus have had an op- 
portunity of watching and appreciating 
the German people in peaceful labor, 
their industry and uprightness, their 
sense of order and discipline, their rever- 
ence for intellectual work of every kind, 
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and their profound love for sciences and 
arts. All of you who know that our 
army is no mercenary host but embraces 
the entire nation from first to last, that 
it is led by the country’s best sons, and 
that, at this very hour, thousands from 
our midst, teachers as well as students, 
are shedding their life’s blood as officers 
and soldiers on the battlefields of Russia 
and France; you who have seen and 
heard for yourselves in what spirit: and 
with what success our youths are treated 
and taught, and that nothing is stamped 
upon their minds more deeply than 
reverence and admiration for artistic, 
scientific and technical creations of the 
human mind, no matter what country and 
nation brought them forth; we call upon 
you who know all this as witnesses, 
whether it can be true what our enemies 
report that the German Army is a horde 
of barbarians and a band of incendiaries 
who take pleasure in leveling defense- 
less cities to the ground and in destroy- 
ing venerable monuments of history and 
art. If you wish to pay honor to the 
cause of truth you will be as firmly con- 
vinced as we are that German troops, 
wherever they had to do destructive 
work, could only have done so in the 
bitterness of defensive warfare But we 
appeal to all those whom the slanderous 
reports of our enemies reach and who are 
not yet altogether blinded by passion, in 


the name of truth and justice, to shut 
their ears to such insults to the German 
people, and not allow themselves 
to be prejudiced by those who prove 
ever anew that they hope to be 
victorious by the instrumentality of lies. 
Now, if in this fearful war, in which our 
nation is compelled to fight not only for 
its power, but for its very existence and 
its entire civilization, the work of de- 
struction should be greater than in 
former wars, and if many a precious 
achievement of culture falls to ruin, the 
responsibility for all this entirely rests 
with those who were not content with 
letting loose this ruthless war, nay, who 
did not even shrink from pressing mur- 
derous weapons upon a peaceful popu- 
lation for them to fall surreptitiously 
upon our troops who trusted in the ob- 
servance of the military usages of all 
civilized peoples. They alone are the 
guilty authors of everything which hap- 
pens here. Upon their heads the verdict 
of history will fall for the lasting injury 
which culture suffers. 
September, 1914. 


UNIVERSITIES. 

Tuebingen, Berlin, Bonn, Breslau, Er- 
langen, Frankfurt, Freiburg, Giessen, Goet- 
tingen, Greifswald, Halle, Heidelberg, Jena, 
Kiel, Kénigsberg, Leipzig, Marburg, Muen- 


chen, Miinster, Rostock, Strassburg, Wuerz- 
burg. 


Reply to the German Professors | 


By British Scholars. 


We see with regret the names of many 
German professors and men of science, 
whom we regard with respect and, in 
some cases, with personal friendship, 
appended to a denunciation of Great 
Britain so utterly baseless that we can 
hardly believe that it expresses their 
spontaneous or considered opinion. We 
do not question for a moment their per- 
sonal sincerity when they express their 
horror of war and their zeal for “the 
achievements of culture.” Yet we are 


bound to point out that a very different 
view of war, and of national aggrandize- 
ment based on the threat of war, has 
been advocated by such influential writers 
as Nietzsche, von Treitschke, von Biilow, 
and von Bernhardi, and has_ received 
widespread support from the press and 
from public opinion in Germany. This 
has not occurred, and in our judgment 
would scarcely be possible, in any other 
civilized country. We must also remark 
that it is German armies alone which 
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have, at the present time, deliberately 
destroyed or bombarded such monuments 
of human culture as the Library at Lou- 
vain and the Cathedrals at Rheims and 
Malines. 


The Diplomatic Papers. 


No doubt it is hard for human beings 
to weigh justly their country’s quarrels; 
perhaps particularly hard for Germans, 
who have been reared in an atmosphere 
of devotion to their Kaiser and his army; 
who are feeling acutely at the present 
hour, and who live under a Government 
which, we believe, does not allow them to 
know the truth. Yet it is the duty of 
learned men to make sure of their facts. 
The German “White Book” contains 
only some scanty and carefully explained 
selections from the diplomatic corre- 
spondence which preceded this war. And 
we venture to hope that our German col- 
leagues will sooner or later do their best 
to get access to the full correspondence, 
and will form therefrom an independent 
judgment. 


They will then see that, from the issue 
of the Austrian note to Servia onward, 
Great Britain, whom they accuse of 
causing this war, strove incessantly for 
peace. Her successive proposals were 
supported by France, Russia, and Italy, 
but, unfortunately, not by the one power 
which could by a single word at Vienna 
have made peace certain. Germany, in 
her own official defense—incomplete as 
that document is—does not pretend that 
she strove for peace; she only strove for 
“the localization of the conflict.” She 
claimed that Austria should be left free 
to “chastise” Servia in whatever way 
she chose. At most she proposed that 
Austria should not annex a portion of 
Servian territory—a futile provision, 
since the execution of Austria’s demand 
would have made the whole of Servia 
subject to her will. 


Great Britain, like the rest of Europe, 
recognized that, whatever just grounds 
of complaint Austria may have had, the 
unprecedented terms of her note to Ser- 
via constituted a challenge to Russia and 
a provocation to war. The Austrian 
Emperor in his proclamation admitted 


that war was likely to ensue. The Ger- 
man “ White Book” states in so many 
words: “ We were perfectly aware that 
a possible warlike attitude of Austria- 
Hungary against Servia might bring 
Russia upon the field and therefore in- 
volve usin war. * * * We could not, 
however, * * * advise our ally to 
take a yielding attitude not compatible 
with his dignity.’ The German Gov- 
ernment admits having known the tenor 
of the Austrian note beforehand, when 
it was concealed from all the other 
powers; admits backing it up after it 
was issued; admits that it knew the note 
was likely to precipitate war; and admits 
that, whatever professions it made to the 
other powers, in private it did not ad- 
vise Austria to abate one jot of her 
demands. This, to our minds, is tanta- 
mount to admitting that Germany has, 
together with her unfortunate ally, de- 
liberately provoked the present war. 
One point we freely admit. Germany 
would very likely have preferred not to 
fight Great Britain at this moment. She 
would have preferred to weaken and 
humiliate Russia; to make Servia a de- 
pendent of Austria; to render France 
innocuous and, Belgium subservient; and 
then, having established an overwhelm- 
ing advantage, to settle accounts with 
Great Britain. Her grievance against us 
is that we did not allow her to do this. 


Britain’s Love of Peace. 


So deeply rooted is Great Britain’s 
love of peace, so influential among us 
are those who have labored through many 
difficult years to promote good feeling 
between this country and Germany, that, 
in spite of our ties of friendship with 
France, in spite of the manifest danger 
threatening ourselves, there was still, up 
to the last moment, a strong desire to 
preserve British neutrality, if it could 
be preserved without dishonor. But Ger- 
many herself made this impossible. 

Great Britain, together with France, 
Russia, Prussia, and Austria, had sol- 
emnly guaranteed the neutrality of Bel- 
gium. In the preservation of this neu- 
trality our deepest sentiments and our 
most vital interests are alike involved. 
Its violation would not only shatter the 
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independence of Belgium itself: it would 
undermine the whole basis which renders 
possible the neutrality of any State and 
the very existence of such States as are 
much weaker than their neighbors. We 
acted in 1914 just as we acted in 1870. 
We sought from both France and Ger- 
many assurances that they would respect 
Belgian neutrality. In 1870 both powers 
assured us of their good intentions, and 
both kept their promises. In 1914 France 
gave immediately, on July 31, the re- 
quired assurance; Germany refused to 
answer. When, after this sinister si- 
lence, Germany proceeded to break under 
our eyes the treaty which we and she 
had both signed, evidently expecting 
Great Britain to be her timid accomplice, 
then even to the most peace-loving Eng- 
lishman hesitation became impossible. 
Belgium had appealed to Great Britain 
to keep her word, and she kept it. 


Sir CLIFFORD ALLBUTT, Regius Pro- 
fessor of Physics, Cambridge. 

T. W. ALLEN, Reader in Greek, Oxford. 

E. ARMSTRONG, Pro-Provost of Queen’s 
College, Oxford. 

E. V. ARNOLD, Professor of Latin,. Uni- 
versity College of North Wales. 

Sir C. B. BALL, Regius Professor of Sur- 
gery, Dublin. 

Sir THOMAS BARLOW, President of the 
Royal College of Physicians, London. 
BERNARD BOSANQUET, formerly Pro- 
fessor of Moral Philosophy, St. An- 

drews. ~ 

A. C. BRADLEY, formerly Professor of 
Poetry, Oxford. 

W. H. BRAGG, Cavendish Professor of 
Physics, Leeds. 

Sir THOMAS BROCK, Membre d’honneur 
de la Société des Artistes Francais. 

A. J. BROWN, Professor of Biology and 
Chemistry of Fermentation, University 
of Birmingham. 

JOHN BURNET, Professor of Greek, St. 


Andrews. 
J. B. BURY, Regius Professor of Modern 
History, Cambridge. 


Sir W. W. CHEYNE, Professor of Clinical 
Surgery, King’s College, London, Presi- 
dent of the Royal College of Surgeons. 

J. NORMAN COLLIE, Professor of Or- 
ganic Chemistry and Director of the 
Chemical Laboratories, University Col- 
lege, London. 

F. C. CONYBEARE, Honorary Fellow of 
University College, Oxford. 

Sir HENRY CRAIK, M. P. for Glasgow 
and Aberdeen Universities. 


The German professors appear to 
think that Germany has in this matter 
some considerable body of sympathizers 
in the universities of Great Britain. 
They are gravely mistaken. Never 
within our lifetime has this country been 
so united on any great political issue. 
We ourselves have a real and deep ad- 
miration for German scholarship and 
science. We have many ties with Ger- 
many, ties of comradeship, of respect, 
and of affection. We grieve profoundly 
that, under the baleful influence of a 
military system and its lawless dreams 
of conquest, she whom we once honored 
now stands revealed as the common 
enemy of Europe and of all peoples 
which respect the law of nations. We 
must carry on the war on which we have 
entered. For us, as for Belgium, it is a 
war of defense, waged for liberty and 
peace. 


Sir JAMES CRICHTON-BROWNE, Vice 
President and Treasurer, Royal Institu- 
tion. 

Sir WILLIAM CROOKES, President of the 
Royal Society. 

Sir FOSTER CUNLIFFE, Fellow of All 
Souls College, Oxford. 

Sir FRANCIS DARWIN, 
Botany, Cambridge. 

A. V. DICEY, Fellow of All Souls College 
and formerly Vinerian Professor of Eng- 
lish Law, Oxford. 

Sir S. DILE, Hon. Fellow of Corpus Christi 
College, Oxford. 

Sir JAMES DONALDSON, Vice Chancellor 
and Principal of the University of St. 
Andrews. 

F. W. DYSON, Astronomer Royal. 

Sir EDWARD ELGAR. 

Sir ARTHUR EVANS, Extraordinary 

Professor of Prehistoric Archeology, 

Oxford. 

R. FARNELL, Rector of Exeter Col- 

lege, Oxford. 

H. FIRTH, Regius Professor of Mod- 

ern History, Oxford. 

. A. L. FISHER, Vice Chancellor of Shef- 

field University. 

J. A. FLEMING, Professor of Electrical 
Engineering in the University of Lon- 
don. 

H. S. FOXWELL, Professor of Political 
Economy in the University of London. 

Sir EDWARD FRY, Ambassador Ex- 
traordinary and First British Pleni- 
potentiary to The Hague Peace Con- 
ference in 1907. 

Sir ARCHIBALD GEIKIE, Past President 
of the Royal Society. 


late Reader in 
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W. M. GELDART, Fellow of All Souls and 
Vinerian Professor of English Law, Ox- 
ford. 


Sir RICKMAN GODLEE, Emeritus Pro- 
fessor of Clinical Surgery, University 
College, London. 


B. P. GRENFELL, late Professor of Papy- 
rology, Oxford. 

E. H. GRIFFITHS, Principal of the Uni- 
versity College of South Wales and 
Monmouthshire. 


W. H. HADOW, Principal of Armstrong 
College, Newcastle. 


J. S. HALDANE, late Reader in Physiol- 
ogy, Oxford. 


MARCUS HARTOG, Professor of Zoology 
in University College, Cork. 


F. J. HAVERFIELD, Camden Professor 
of Ancient History, Oxford. 


W. A. HERDMAN, Professor of Zoology 
at Liverpool, General Secretary of the 
British Association. 

Sir W. P. HERRINGHAM, Vice Chancellor 
of the University of London. 

BH. W. HOBSON, Sadleirian Professor of 
Pure Mathematics, Cambridge. 

D. G. HOGARTH, Keeper of the Ash- 
molean Museum, Oxford. 
Sir ALFRED HOPKINSON, 
Chancellor of Manchester University. 

A. S. HUNT, Professor of Papyrology, Ox- 
ford. 

HENRY JACKSON, Regius Professor of 
Greek, Cambridge. 

Sir THOMAS G. JACKSON, R. A. 

F. B. JEVONS, Professor of Philosophy, 
Durham. 

H. H. JOACHIM, Fellow of Merton Col- 
lege, Oxford. 

J. JOLLY, Professor of Geology and 
Mineralogy, University of Dublin. 

COURTNEY KENNY, Downing Professor 
of the Laws of England, Cambridge. 

Sir F. G. KENYON, Director and Principal 
Librarian, British Museum, 

HORACE LAMB, Professor of Mathema- 
tics, Manchester University. 

J. N. LANGLEY, Professor of Physiology, 
Cambridge. 

WALTER LEAF, Fellow of London Uni- 
versity, President of the Hellenic So- 
ciety. 

Sir SIDNEY LEE, Editor of the Dictionary 
of National Biography, Professor of the 
English Language and Literature in the 
University of London. 

Sir OLIVER LODGE, Principal of Birming- 
ham University. 

Sir DONALD MACALISTER, Principal and 
Vice Chancellor, Glasgow. 

R. W. MACAN, Master of University Col- 
lege, Oxford. 

Sir WILLIAM MACEWEN, Professor of 
Surgery, Glasgow. 

J. W. MACKAIL, formerly Professor of 
Poetry, Oxford. 

Sir PATRICK MANSON. 


late Vice- 


R. R. MARETT, Reader in Social Anthro- 
pology, Oxford. 


D. S. MARGOLIOUTH, Laudian Professor 
of Arabic, Oxford. 


Sir H. A. MIERS, Principal of the Uni- 
versity of London. 


FREDERICK W. MOTT, Fullerian Pro- 
fessor of Physiology, Royal Institution. 


LORD MOULTON OF BANK, Lord of Ap- 
peal in Ordinary. 


J. E. H. MURPHY, Professor of Irish, 
Dublin. 


GILBERT MURRAY, Regius Professor of 
Greek, Oxford. 


J. L. MYRES, Wykeham Professor of 
Ancient History, Oxford. 


G. H. F. NUTTALL, Quick Professor of 
Biology, Cambridge. 


Sir W. OSLER, Regius Professor of Medi- 
cine, Oxford. 

Sir ISAMBARD OWEN, Vice Chancellor 
of the University of Bristol. 

Sir WALTER PARRATT, Professor of 
Music, Oxford. 

Sir HUBERT PARRY, Director of Royal 
College of Music. 

W. H. PERKIN, Waynflete Professor of 
Chemistry, Oxford. 

W. M. FLINDERS PETRIE EDWARDS, 
Professor of Egyptology, University 
College, London. 

A, F. POLLARD, Professor of English 
History, London. 

Sir F. POLLOCK, formerly Corpus Profes- 
sor of Jurisprudence, Oxford. 

EDWARD B: POULTON, Hope Professor 
of Zoology, Oxford. 

Sir E. J. POYNTER, President of the Royal 
Academy of Arts. 

Sir A. QUILLER-COUCH, King Edward 
VII. Professor of English Literature, 
Cambridge. 

Sir WALTER RALEIGH, Professor of Eng- 
lish Literature, Oxford. 

Sir W. RAMSAY, Emeritus Professor of 
Chemistry, London. 

Lord RAYLEIGH, Past President Royal 
Society, Nobel Laureate, Chancellor of 
Cambridge University. 

Lord REAY, First President British Acad- 
emy. 

JAMES REID, Professor of Ancient His- 
tory, Cambridge. J 

WILLIAM RIDGEWAY, Disney Professor 
of Archaeology, Cambridge. 

T. F. ROBERTS, Principal of the Univer- 
sity College of Wales, Aberystwith. 

J. HOLLAND ROSE, Reader in Modern 
History, Cambridge. 

Sir RONALD ROSS, formerly Professor 
of Tropical Medicine, Liverpool, Nobel 
Laureate. 

M. E. SADLER, Vice Chancellor of Leeds. 

W. SANDAY, Lady Margaret Professor of 
Divinity, Oxford. 

Sir J. E. SANDYS, Public Orator, Cam- 
bridge. 
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Sir ERNEST SATOW, Second British Dele- 
gate to The Hague Peace Conference in 
1907, 

A. H. SAYCEH, Professor of Assyriology, 
Oxford. — 

ARTHUR SCHUSTER, 
Physics, Manchester. 

D. H. SCOTT, Foreign Secretary, Royal So- 
ciety. 

Cc. S. SHERRINGTON, Waynflete Pro- 
fessor of Physiology, Oxford. 

GEORGE ADAM SMITH, Principal and 
Vice Chancellor, Aberdeen. 

G. C. MOORE SMITH, Professor of Eng- 
lish Language and Literature, Sheffield. 

E. A. SONNENSCHEIN, Professor of Latin 

* and Greek, Birmingham. 

W. R. SORLEY, Professor of Moral Philo- 
sophy, Cambridge. 

Sir C. V. STANFORD, Profesor of Music, 
Cambridge. 


late Professor of 


Vv. H. STANTON, Ely Professor of Divin- 
ity, Cambridge. 

J. ARTHUR THOMSON, Regius Professor 
of Natural History, Aberdeen. 


Sir J. J. THOMSON, Professor of Experi- 
mental Physics, Cambridge. 


T, F. TOUT, Professor of Medizval and 
Modern History, Manchester. 


Sir W. TURNER, Principal and Vice 
Chancellor, Edinburgh. 

Sir C. WALDSTEIN, late Reader in Clas- 
sical Archeology and Slade Professor 
of Fine Art, Cambridge. 

Sir J. WOLFH-BARRY. : 

Sir ALMROTH WRIGHT, formerly Pro- 
fessor of Pathology, Netley. 

Cc. T. HAGBERG WRIGHT, Librarian, 
London Library. 

JOSEPH WRIGHT, Professor of Compara- 
tive Philology, Oxford. 


Concerning the German Professors 


By Frederic Harrison. 


Yo the Editor of the London Morning Post: 
Sir: I was not invited to join the re- 
ply of our distinguished scholars and 
professors, perhaps because itis so 
many years since I was the colleague of 


James Bryce as Professor of Jurispru- 


dence to the Inns of Court. ‘And, in- 
deed, I do not care to bandy recrimina- 
tions with these German defenders of 
the attack on civilization by the whole 
imperial, military, and bureaucratic order. 
It seems to me waste of time and loss of 
self-respect to notice these pedants. 


The whole German press and the en- 
tire academic class seem to be banded 
together as an official bureau in order to 
spread mendacious insults and spiteful 
slanders. Not a word comes from them 
to excuse or deny the defiance of public 
law and the mockery of public faith by 
the German Emperor, his Ministers, and 
his armies. These professors seem to 
exult in serving the new Attila—rather 
let us say the new Caligula, for Attila at 
least was an open soldier and did not 
skulk under the Red Cross behind barbed 
wire fences. 


We have long known that all German 
academic and scholastic officials are the 


creatures. of the Government, as obedient 
to orders as any Drill Sergeant. They 
seem to have sold their consciences for 
place. Not a word comes from them 
even of regret for the massacre of civil- 
jans on false charges, for the wanton 
murder of children, for the wholesale 
rape of women, the showering of bombs 
upon sleeping towns in sheer cruelty of 
destruction. The intellectual energies of 
Kultur seem concentrated on distorting 
the meaning of our dispatches and the 
speeches of our statesmen, and in manu- 
facturing for their people and neutrals 
venomous falsehoods. German Geist to- 
day is a huge machine to cram lies upon 
their own people, and to insinuate lies 
to the world around. Their system of 
war is based upon lying at home and 
abroad, on treachery and _ terrorism. 
They think that murdering a few civil- 
ians would terrify France into surrender, 
and will drive England to betray the 
Allies. Their poor conscripts are told 
that we kill and torture prisoners; their 
monuments at home are bedizened with 
mock laurels; and neutrals are poisoned 
with wild inventions. 


For years past their public men have 
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been tricking our politicians, journalists, 
and professors to accept them as peace- 
ful leaders of a higher civilization—while 
all the while their soldiers, diplomats, 
and spies (the three are really but one 
class) were secretly courting our own 
royalties and society, studying our 
naval and military defenses, filling our 
homes with tens of thousands of reserv- 
ists having secret orders to spy, to de- 
stroy our arsenals and roads, and even 
planting out bogus industries and laying 
concrete bases for cannon, to bombard 
the open towns of friendly nations. We 
have been living unsuspectingly with a 
nation of assassins plotting to destroy us. 

Did these professors of Kultur not 
know of this elaborate conspiracy of Kai- 
sertum, which unites the stealthy treach- 
ery of a Mohawk or a thug to the mira- 
cles of modern science? For years past 
the ideal of Kultur has been to lay down 
secret mines to destroy their peaceful 
neighbors. Did these professors of the 
Fatheland not know this? Then they are 
unable to grasp the most obvious facts— 
the lifework of their own masters under 
vaeir own eyes. And, if they did know 
it, and must at least know it now, and 
yet approve and glory in it, they must 
be beneath contempt. Why argue with 
such hypocrites? 

Not a few of us have known and 
watched this conspiracy for years. I 
have preached this: ever since the advent 
of Bismarckism and the new Europe that 
was formed forty years ago. Not a few 
of us have foretold not only the tre- 
mendous attack on the British Empire 
designed by German sea power but the 
precise steps of the war upon France, 
through Belgium, and to be executed by 
an overwhelming force of sudden shock 
in the midst of peace. For my part, 
nothing in this war since July 30 has at 
all surprised me, unless it be the foul 
cruelty with which Belgian civilians have 
been treated. Indeed, in January, 1913, 
I wrote a warning which reads now like 
a summary of events that have since 


happened. I was denounced as a senile - 


alarmist by some who are now the loud- 
est in calling to arms. Alas! too late 
is their repentance. 
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May I ask why our eminent academi- 
cians and scholars who still profess 
“friendship and admiration” for their 
German confréres never even suspected 
the huge conspiracy of which civilization 
has been the victim? Why did they ac- 
cept the stars and crosses of Caligula- 
Attila? Why hob-nob with the docile 
creatures of his chancery, and spread at 
home and abroad the worship of Geist 
and Kultur? Are they fit to instruct us 
about politics, public law, and interna- 
tional relations, when they were so 
egregiously mistaken, so blind, so be- 
fooled, with regard to the most porten- 
tous catastrophe in the memory of living 
men? I am glad that they see their 
blindness now—but why this sentimental 
friendliness for those who hoodwinked 
them? 


Surely this should open their eyes to 
the mountains of pretentious clouds on 
which the claims of Kultur rest. I am 
myself a student of German learning, 
and quite aware of the enormous in- 
dustry, subtlety, and ingenuity of Ger- 
man scholarship. We owe deep gratitude 
to the older race of the Savignys, 
Rankes, Mommsens. Since 1851 I have 
been five times in Germany on different 
occasions down to 1900. I read and 
speak the language, and twice I lived in 
Germany for months together, even in 
the house of a distinguished man of 
science. I study their theology, their 
sociology, economics, history, and their 
classics. I am quite aware of the su- 
premacy of German scholars in ancient 
literature, in many branches of science, 
in the record of the past in art, manners, 
and civilization. But to have edited a 
Greek play or to have discovered a new 
explosive, a new comet, another microbe, 
does not qualify a savant to dogmatize 
on international morals and the hege- 
mony of the world. Sixty years ago in 
Leipzig the editor of a famous journal 
undertook to prove to me that Shake- 
speare was a German. Our poet, he said, 
was the grandest output of the Teutonic 
mind; nine-tenths of the Teutonic mind 
was German-argal, Shakespeare was a 
German, Q. E. D. 


With the vast accumulation of solid 
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knowledge of provable facts there is too 
often in the German mind a_ sudden 
bounding up into a cloudland of crude 
and unproved guesswork. In the logic 
of Kultur there seems to be a huge gap 
in the reasoning of the middle terms. A 
savant unearths a manuscript in Syria, 
which he deciphers with marvelous indus- 
try, learning, and ingenuity. Straightway 
he cries, “ Eureka, behold the original 
Gospel—the true Gospel!” and he pro- 
ceeds to turn Christianity upside down. 
He may have experimented on cultures 
of microbes for a generation; and then 
he calls on earth and heaven to ac- 
knowledge the mystery of the self-crea- 
tion of the universe. We hear much of 
Treitschke today—no doubt a man of 
genius with a gift for research—but 
what ferocious pyrotechnics were poured 
forth by this apostle of mendacious 
swagger. And as to Nietzsche, he was 
anticipated by Shakespeare in Timon—a 
diseased cynic— 


henceforth hated be 
Of Timon, man and all humanity. 


They seem to think that to have put 
the critics right about a few lines in 


Sophocles, or to have discovered a new 
chemical dye, dispenses the German Su- 
perman from being bound to humanity, 
truthfulness, and honor. Charge them 
with the mutilation of little girls and the 
violation of nuns in Belgium, and they 
reply: Yes! but think of Kant and Hegel! 
It is treason to philosophy, they say, 
that a man who has translated Schopen- 
hauer should condemn Germans for burn- 
ing Malines and making captive women 
a screen for troops in battle. Kultur, it 
seems, has its own “higher law,” which 
its professors expound to the decadent 
nations of Europe. 


Let us hold no parley with these ar- 
rogant sophists. Let all intellectual 
commerce be suspended until these of- 
ficial professors have unlearned the in- 
fernal code of “ military necessity ” and 
“world policy” which, to the indigna- 
tion of the civilized world, they are or- 
dered by the Vicegerent of God at Pots- 
dam to teach to the great Teutonic Su- 
per-race. Yours, &c., 

FREDERIC HARRISON. 

Bath, Oct. 29. 


The Reply From France 


By M. Yves Guyot and Prof. Bellet. 


The following is the text of an open letter, 
addressed by M. Yves Guyot, Editor-in-Chief 
of the Journal des Economistes, and M. Bel- 
let, Professor at the Schools of Political 
Science and Commercial Studies, to Prof. 
Brentano of the University of Munich, the 
communication being a reply to the recent 
German Appeal to Civilized Nations on the 
subject of the war: 


PARIS, Oct. 15, 1914. 
To Prof. Brentano of the University of 
Munich: 


Very Learned Professor and Colleague: 
On reading the Appeal to Civilized 
Nations, (among which France is evi- 
dently not included,) which has just been 
sent forth by ninety-three persons de- 
claring themselves to be representatives 
of German science and art, we were not 


surprised to find Prof. Schmoller’s sig- 
nature. He had already shown his hatred 
for France by refusing to assist at the 
gatherings organized, a little more than 
two years ago, to celebrate the seven- 
tieth anniversary of the Paris Society of 
Political Economy, (gatherings at which 
we were happy-to enjoy your presence 
and that of your colleague, Mr. Lotz.) 
In his Rector’s speech at the Berlin Uni- 
versity, in 1897, he declared that Ger- 
man science had no other object than to 
celebrate the imperial messages of 1880 
and 1890; and he pointed out that every 
disciple of Adam Smith who was not 
willing to make it a servant of that 
policy “should resign his seat.” But we 
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_ felt painful surprise when, at the foot of 
the said factum, we found your name 
side by side with his. 


You and the other representatives of 
German science and art accuse France, 
Great Britain, Belgium, and Russia of 
falsehood. Would you have submitted, 
on the part of one of your pupils, to so 
grave an imputation, so lightly bandied? 
Admitting you to be in absolute ig- 
norance of the documents published since 
the war declaration, you have certainly 
been acquainted with the ultimatum pro- 
nounced by Austria to Servia. It must 
have struck you with surprise; for it 
stands as a unique diplomatic document 
in all history. Did you not ask your- 
selves whether the demands of Austria 
did not go beyond all bounds, seeing that 
they insisted on the abdication of an in- 
dependent State? You learned that, in 
spite of Servia’s humble reply, because 
it contained a reservation, immediately, 


without discussion, the Ambassador of 


Austria-Hungary left Belgrade, and that 
the following day Austria declared war. 
You do not ignore the steps taken by 
Great Britain and France, the demand 
for delay made by Russia, and the reply 
of the German Chancellor “that none 
should intervene between Austria and 
Servia.” He elegantly qualified the at- 
titude thus adopted as “localizing the 
conflict.” 


Is there a single member among those 
who signed the document of Intellectuals 
who has been able to believe—have you 
been able to believe, Mr. Brentano, with 
your quick and perspicacious mind?— 
that this reply from Berlin did not imply 
war as a fatal consequence; for any na- 
tion accepting it was certain to be 
treated in future, by Germany, as the 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy treated 
Servia? How, then, knowing the initial 
pretext of the war, are you able to 
realize that there was no other relation 
between this cause and the effect pro- 
duced than the will of those who made 
use of it to provoke either a dishonor- 
ing humiliation for the countries accept- 
ing such a situation, or a general confla- 
gration? How, then, do you, and the 
signatories of your appeal, dare to state: 


“Tt is not true that Germany provoked 
the war”? You dare to speak of proofs 
taken from authentic documents. Those 
published by Great Britain, Russia, and 
Belgium are known. All agree; and they 
give clear proof that the Austro-Hun- 
garian ultimatum was pronounced with 
full complicity of the Berlin Chancellery. 
They prove, moreover, that the German 
Ambassador at Petrograd, fearing a 
withdrawal on the part of Hungary, pre- 
cipitated events while your Emperor kept 
himself out of the way. Meanwhile, your 
General Staff had, in underhanded man- 
ner, mobilized a portion of its troops, by 
individual call, while in France we 
waited, unable to imagine that the Ger- 
man Government had resolved to engage 
in European war without motives. In 
the pocketbooks of your reservists have 
been found forms calling them to the 
army long before the end of July. Our 
friend and colleague, Courcelle-Seneuil, 
has seen the. military book of a German 
living in Switzerland, at Bex, containing 


-this call. 


Bismarckian Loyalty. 


Correspondence of official nature has 
been stopped at the Cape, which should 
have reached in full time officers of the 
German Navy, warning them to prepare 
for mid-July. Such advance taken by 
your troops. has rendered the task the 
more difficult for ours. We were very 
simple, for we believed in the affirma- 
tions of your statesmen. You state that 
these are loyal war methods; so be it. 
That belongs to the diplomatic rules of 
loyalty bequeathed by Bismarck to his 
successors. But to attempt to carry on 
this falsehood, you have no longer the 
excuse of its utility. It is clear to all, 
except, it seems, the representatives of 
science and art in Germany, who are 
sufficiently devoid of perspicacity to 
ignore it. : 


They affirm, moreover, that Germany 
has not violated the neutrality of Bel- 
gium; she merely contented herself with 
“taking the first step.” Beyond the 
authentic proofs which have been pub- 
lished, we would draw your attention to 
an undeniable fact. Trusting in the 
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treaty which guaranteed Belgium neu- 
trality—and at the foot of which fig- 


ured Germany’s signature—in the prom- 
ise made a short while ago to the King 
of the Belgians by your Emperor, we 
unfortunately left our northern frontier 
unguarded. You must be aware, pro- 
fessor, that the English did not move 
until Belgian soii had been effectively 
violated..It is true that we knew the 
plan of campaign set forth by Gen. 
Bernhardi, but we naively believed that, 
whatever might be the opinion of a 
General, the Chancellor of the Empire 
would consider a treaty bearing the im- 
perial signature as something more than 
a mere “bit of paper.” Germany has 
also been untrue to her signature by 
violating the treaty of neutrality of 
Luxembourg. You forgot to state that 
there also you only “took the first 
step.” Your appeal echoes the German 
papers, which declare that it was the 
Belgians, and particularly the women, 
who “began against your troops.” An 
American paper replied by stating that 
if it was the Belgian women who at- 
tacked German soldiers on Belgian soil, 
what were the soldiers doing there? 
The truth is that your troops, obeying 
their officers, as is proved by papers 
which have been seized and which you 
would find quoted in the report pre- 
sented by the Belgian Commission to 
President Wilson, have executed orders 
which seem inspired by the ferocious in- 
scriptions of Assyrian Kings, no doubt 
exhumed on the Bagdad railway line; and 
you think it quite natural that massacre 
and arson should have been perpetrated 
at Louvain because the civil population 
fired on your soldiers; but an inquiry 
made together with the representatives 
of the United States (whom you deign 
to consider sufficiently to ask them to 
represent your defenses) proved that the 
civil population was unarmed. If you 
today approve of the burning of the 
Louvain Library, have you until now 
approved of the destruction of the li- 
brary at Alexandria? It is true there 
was no Deutsch Kultur there. The result 
of German culture as regards military 
matters is to place your soldiers on a 
stratum of civilization anterior to that of 


the Vandals, who, when taking Hippone, 
spared the library. 

In Paris, if one of us passing, on Friday, 
Oct. 9, inthe Rue d’Edimbourg, to an office 
of the Société d’Economie Politique, situ- 
ated at No. 14, had passed near to that 
address, he might have been murdered 
by a bomb thrown from one of your 
Taubes on the civil population of a town 
whose bombarding had not been notified. 
Another Taube caused, through the 
throwing of a bomb, a fire at the Cathe- 
dral of Notre Dame. You cannot, to ex- 
cuse such an assault, invoke the pretext 
put forward to excuse the destruction of 
the Cathedral of Rheims. No observer 
could have caught sight of a German 
seldier from the top of the towers. 


Barbarian Soldiery. 


Your co-signatories and you express 
indignation because the civilized world 
describes your soldiers as barbarians. Do 
you therefore consider such deeds as 
those specified to be a high expression of 
civilization? And here is the dilemma: 
either you are in ignorance of these 
deeds, then you are indeed very careless, 
or you approve of them, in which case 
you must make the defense of them 
enter into your works on right and ethics. 
In doing so you would only be following 
the theories of your military authors 
who have_insisted on the necessity of 
striking terror into the hearts of the 
civil population, in order that it may 
weigh on its Government and its army 
so strongly that they may be forced to 
ask for peace. But those of your col- 
leagues who profess psychology must, if 
they have approved such a theory, con- 
fess today that they made a great mis- 
take; for such deeds, far from forcing 
the people to cowardly action, awaken 
indignation in all hearts and fire the 
courage of our soldiers. Nevertheless, 
your military authors have not stated 
that theft was a means of assuring vic- 
tory. And yet the Crown Prince, your 
Emperor of tomorrow, gathered together 
at the castle of the Count of Baye articles 
in precious metals, belonging to a col- 
lection, which he had ,carefully packed 
up and sent off. Some of your officers’ 
trunks have been found stuffed with 
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goods which would constitvte the stock 
cf a second-hand clothes seller. Do you 
and your co-signatories include in Ger- 
man science and art the science and art 
of housebreaking? Are the law pro- 
fessors and the economists willing to de- 
fend such a manner of acquiring prop- 
erty? And, if so, what becomes of your 
penal code? 


You and your co-signatories affirm 
that the present struggle is directed 
against: “ German culture.” If such cul- 
ture teaches that the rights of men in- 
clude contempt of treaties, contempt of 
private property, contempt of the lives 
of non-combatants, you cannot be sur- 
prised that the other nations show no 
desire to preserve it for your benefit and 
their detriment. 


It is not by arms but by arguments 
and facts that economists like us, faith- 
ful to the teachings of the physiocrats 


and of Adam Smith, have sought to pro-- 


tect ourselves against it. On the eve of 
the war, at the inauguration of Turgot’s 
Monument, we set forth his ideas of lib- 
erty and humanity in opposition to the 
German realpolitik. We hope that the 
present events’ will cure those among 
our professors whom it had contaminated, 
and that they will cease to constitute 
themselves accomplices of that form of 
Pan-Germanism which they introduced 
to public opinion and to our legislation. 
The acts of your diplomatists and of 
your Generals, and the approbation 
given them by you and other representa- 
tives of German-science, are a terrible 
demonstration, but conclusive, of the 
dangers and vanity of German culture. 
You are its true destroyers. 


Militarism and Civilization. 


“Without our miltarism,” say you, 
“ our civilization would have been annihi- 
lated long ago.” And you invoke the in- 
heritance of Goethe, Beethoven, Kant. 
But Goethe, born in the free city of 
Frankfort, lived at the Court of Charles 
Augustus, which was a liberal and 
artistic centre ever threatened by Prus- 
sia. But Beethoven was of Flemish origin, 


and lived in Holland until the age 
of twenty-four, spending the rest of his 
life in Vienna, and he has nothing in 
common with Prussian militarism, so re- 
doubtable for Austria. But Kant, if he 
was born and lived at K6nisberg, the 
true capital of the Prussian Kingdom, 
welcomed the French Revolution, and 
when he died in 1804 it was not Prussian 
militarism which had recommended his 
writings to the world. 


But the solidarity which you establish 
between German militarism and German 
culture, of which you and your col- 
leagues claim to be the representatives, 
is a proof of the confusion of German 
conceptions. 


To present Goethe, Beethoven, and 
Kant to the world you surround them 
with bayonets. In the same manner ev- 
ery tradesman and every merchant 
throughout Germany has got into the 
habit of saying: “I have four million 
bayonets behind me!” Your Emperor said 


_to some tradesmen who complained of 


bad business: “I must travel!” And he 
went to Constantinople; he went to Tan- 
gier, after the speech at Bremen. In 
every one of his words, in each of his 
gestures, he affirmed the subordination 
of economic civilization to military civ- 
ilization. He considered that it was his 
duty to open up markets and assert the 
value of German products with cannon 
and sword. Hence his formidable arma- 
ments, his perpetual threats which held 
all nations in a constant state of anxiety. 


There is the deep and true cause of 
the war. And it is due entirely to your 
Emperor and his environment. We 
readily understand that the greater num- 
ber of “representatives of German sci- 
ence and art” who signed the appeal 
are incapable of fathoming this fact; but 
this is not your case, you who denounced 
the abuses and consequences of -German 
protectionism, and we remember that at 
the Antwerp Congress you agreed with 
us in recognizing its aggressive nature. 

In conclusion, we beg to express the 
deep consideration which we feel for 
your science, hitherto so unerring. 


To Americans In Germany 


By Prof. Adolf von Harnack. 


Citizens of the United States, ladies 
and gentlemen: It is my pleasure and 
my privilege to address to you today a 
few words. 

Let me begin with a personal recollec- 
tion. Ten years ago I was in the United 
States and I came away with some un- 
forgettable memories. What impression 
was the strongest? Not the thundering 
fall of Niagara, not the wonderful en- 
trance into New York Harbor with its 
skyscrapers, not the tremendous World’s 
Fair of St. Louis in all its proud 
grandeur, not the splendid universities of 
Harvard and Columbia or the Congres- 
sional Library in Washington—these are 
all works of technique or of nature and 
cannot arouse our deepest admiration 
and make the deepest impression. What 
was the deepest impression? It was two- 
fold: first, the great work of the Ameri- 
can Nation, and next, American hos- 
pitality. 

The great work of the American Na- 
tion, that is, the nation itself! From the 
smallest beginning the American Nation 
has in 200 years developed itself to a 
world power of more than 100,000,000 
souls, and has not only settled but civil- 
ized the whole section of the world from 
the Atlantic to the Pacific, from the 
great lakes to the West Indies. And 
not only civilized: everything which has 
drifted to it has been welded together by 
this nation with an indescribable power, 
welded together to the unity of a great, 
noble nation of educated men—such a 
thing as has never before happened in 
all history. After two or at the most, 
three generations, all are welded to- 
gether in the American body and the 
American spirit, and this without petty 
rules, without political pressure. In the 
definite frame of this people every in- 
dividual character fits in without 
coercion, becomes American and yet re- 
tains its own quality. The world has 


never witnessed such a spectacle but it 
is witnessing it continually now. On the 
one side it hears and sees the fact that 
every alien after a short time announces, 
“ America is now my Fatherland!” and 
on the other hand the old country still 
continues undisturbed the bond between 
them. Yes, here is at once a national 
strength and freedom which another 
could not copy from you very easily. 


The Spirit of America. 


But, further: Among those who have 
wandered to your shores are millions 
of Germans—several millions! For more 
than two years—where shall I begin to 
relate—since the days of Steuben and of 
Carl Scnurz—-but how can I name 
names ?—they have been all received as 
brothers, bringing their best; and their 
best was not lost. More I cannot say. 


Furthermore, what sort was the spirit 
which received them? Upon each one, 
without and within, that spirit has im- 
printed its seal. Concerning this spirit 
I shall speak later, but for the present 
I will only say, it is the spirit of com- 
mon courage and common freedom! And 
from this unity I saw had developed a 
tremendous contribution as the work of 
this nation, a contribution to agriculture, 
to technology, and, as we of the German 
universities have known for several dec- 
ades, an extraordinary contribution to 
science. And this contribution has been 
derived from a combination such as we in 
Europe cannot effect, of the good old 
traditional wisdom which has’ been 
brought down out of the history of Eu- 
rope, and a youthful courage, I might 
almost say, a childlike spirit. These two 
combined, this cireumspection and at the 
same time this courage of youth, which 
I met everywhere and which has stamped 
itself upon all American work, is what 
I have admired. 


TO AMERICANS IN GERMANY 


And the second was the American hos- 
pitality! 

Like a warm breeze, this hospitality 
surrounded me and my friends. Wher- 
ever we went we breathed the air of this 
friendship, indeed, it almost took away 
our powers of will, so thoroughly did 
it anticipate every plan and every need. 
Like parcels of friendship, we were sent 
from place to place, always the feeling 
that we had all known each other for- 
ever. That was an experience for which 
all of us—for who of us Germans who 
have come over here has not experienced 
it ?—-will be perpetually thankful. That 
will never be forgotten. 


Friendship for Germany. 


But beautiful and noble as that was, 
your nation has furnished ours with 
something still more unforgettable. In 
those horrible days of 1870, when a great 
number of Germans were shut up in 
unfortunate Paris, the American Ambas- 
sador assumed the care of them, and 
what America did at that time she is 
again doing for all of our country—men 
who, surprised in the enemy’s country 
by the war, have been detained there. 
They are intrusted to the special care 
of the American Ambassador, and we 
know with as much certainty as though 
it were an actual fact already that that 
care will be the best and the most loyal. 
That, my friends, is true service of 
friendship, which is not mere convention 
but such as it is in the Catechism: “ Give 
us our daily bread and good friends.” 
They belong together. 


But to answer the question why you 
are our good friends we must reflect a 
little for the answer which we might 
have given a few days ago—‘ You are 
our good friends as our blood relations ” 
—alas! that answer no longer holds. That 
is over! God grant that in later days 
we may again be able to say it, but by 
a circumstance which has torn our very 
heartstrings it has been proved that 
blood is not thicker than water. But 
where then is the deep-lying reason for 
this friendship? Does it rest in the 
fact that we have so many Germans 
over there; that they have been received 
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so cordially; that they have done so 
much for the building up of America, 
soul and body, or that we find friends in 
so many Americans on this side of the 
water? This is an important considera- 
tion, but it is not the ultimate cause we 
are seeking. 

My friends, when it is a powerful re- 
lationship, imbedded in rock as it were, 
which is under consideration, then the 
matter is more than superficial, and that 
which is at the bottom of this deeper 
fact, history is at this very moment 
showing us as she writes in characters 
of bronze before our eyes; because we 
have a common spirit which springs from 
the very depths of our hearts, for that 
reason are we friends! 

And what is that spirit? It is the 
spirit of the deep religious and moral 
culture which has possessed us through a 
succession of centuries and out of which 
this powerful American offshoot has 
sprung. To this culture belong three 
things, or, rather, it rests upon three 
pillars. The first pillar is the recogni- 
tion of the eternal value of every human 
soul, consequently the recognition of 
personality and individuality. These are 
respected, nourished, striven for. Sec- 
ond is the recognition of the duty at any 
time to risk this human soul, which is 
to each cne of us so dear, for that great 
ideal—“ God, freedom, and the Father- 
land.” The dearer that human soul, that 
life, is prized by us, Germans and Amer- 
icans, the more surely do we give it up 
willingly and joyously when a high cause 
demands it. And the third pillar is re- 
spect for law and therewith the capabil- 
ity for powerful organization in all lines 
and in all manner of communities. 


A Different Culture. 


But now before my eyes I see rising 
up against the culture which rests upon 
these three pillars—personality, duty to 
sacrifice all for ideals, law and. organi- 
zation—another culture, a culture of the 
horde whose Government is patriarchal, 
a civilization of the mob which is brought 
together and held together by despots, 
the Byzantine—I must extend it further 
—Mongolian-Muscovite culture. 

My friends, this was once a true cul- 
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ture, but it is no longer. This culture 
was not able to bear the light of the 
eighteenth century, still less that of the 
nineteenth, and now, in this twentieth 
century, it breaks out and threatens us 
—this unorganized mob, this mob of 
Asia; like the sands of the desert it 
would sweep down over our harvest 
fields. That we already know; we are 
already experiencing it. That, too, the 
Americans know, for every one who has 
stood upon the ground of our civilization 
and who with a keen glance regards the 
present situation knows that the word 
must be: “ Peoples of Europe, save your 
most hallowed possessions! ” 


“TI Cover My Head!” 


This, our culture, the chief treasure 
of mankind, was in large part, yes, al- 
most wholly, intrusted to three peoples: 
to us, to the Americans, and—to the 
English. I will say no more! I cover 
my head! Two still remain, and must 
stand all the more firmly together where 
this culture is menaced. It is a question 
of our spiritual existence, and Americans 
will realize that it is also their exist- 
ence. We have a common culture, and a 
common duty to protect it! 


To you, American citizens, we give 
the holy pledge that we shall offer our 
last drop of blood in the cause of this 
culture. May I in addition say to you, 
since I have made this pledge, that we 
shall as a matter of course protect those 
of you here in our land and care for you 
and do everything for you? If we have 
made the greater pledge, surely we can 
manage these trifles. 


But you, my dear fellow-countrymen, 
we are all thinking with one mind on 
what is now going on about us. It isa 
very grave but a splendid time. What- 
ever in the last analysis we shall go 
through, at present there is no longer any 
one of us who any longer regards life in 
the rédle of a blasé or critical spectator, 
but each one of us stands in the very 
midst of life, and, indeed, in the very 
midst of a higher life. God has of a 
sudden brought us out of the wretched- 
ness of the day to a high place to which 
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we have never before spiritually at- 
tained. But always where life emerges, 
a higher life or merely life itself, wher- 
ever there is a thirst for life, there is it 
set close around by death, as at every 
birth when something new comes to the 
light of day, and so if the most precious 
thing is to be gained, then death will 
stand close by life. But this we also 
know, that when death and life inter- 
twine in this fashion, the fear of death 
vanishes away; in the intertwining, life 
only appears and full of life man goes 
through death and into death. It brings 
to my mind an old song, the powerful 
song of victory of our fathers: 


It was a famous battle, 

Fought ’twixt Life and Death; 
Life came out the victor, 
Triumphant over Death; 
Already it was written 

How one Death killed the other, 
So making mock of Death! 


Death which is willingly met kills the 
great death and secures the higher life. 
Death makes us free. Thus spake 
Luther. 


Let me say a few words in closing. 
Before all of us there stands in time of 
crisis an image under which are the 
plain words: “He was faithful unto 
death, yea, even to death on the cross.” 
Now the time for great faithfulness has 
come for us, for this obedience for which 
our neighbors in former times have ridi- 
culed us, saying: “See, these are the 
faithful Germans, the men who do all on 
command and are so obedient!” Now 
they shall see that this great obedience 
was not mere discipline, but a matter of 
will. It was and still is discipline, but 
it is also will. They shall see that this 
great obedience is not pettiness and 
death, but power and life. 


From the east—I say it once more— 
the desert sands are sweeping down 
upon us; on the west we are.opposed 
by old enemies and treacherous friends. 
When will the German be able to pray 
again, confessing: 

God is the Orient, 
God is the Occident; 


Northernmost and Southern lands 
Rest in peace beneath His hands. 
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We shall hope that God may give us 
strength to make this true, not only for 
us but for all Europe. 

Until then, since we see the very 


springs of our higher life and our exist- 
ence threatened, we shout: “ Father, 
protect our springs of life and save us 
from the Huns.” 


A Reply to Prof. Harnack 


By Some British Theologians. 


Prof. Harnack. 

Honored Sir: We, the undersigned, a 
group of theologians who owe mere than 
we can express to you personally and to 
the great host of German teachers and 
leaders of thought, have noticed with 
pain a report of a speech recently de- 
livered by you, in which you are said to 
have described the conduct of Great 
Britain in the present war as that of a 
traitor to civilization. 

We are quite sure that you could never 
have been betrayed into such a statement 
if you had been acquainted with the real 
motives which actuate the British Nation 
in the present crisis. 

Permit us, in the interests of a better 
understanding now and subsequently, to 
state to you the grounds on which we, 
whose obligations to Germany, personal 
and professional, are simply incalculabie, 
have felt it our duty to support the Brit- 
ish Government in its declaration of war 
against the land and people we love so 
well. 

We are not actuated by any preference 
for France over: Germany—still less by 
any preference for Russia over Germany. 
The preference lies entirely the other 
way. Next to the peoples that speak the 
English tongue, there is no people in the 
world that stands so high in our affection 
and admiration as the people of Ger- 
many. Several of us have studied in 
German universities. Many of us have 
enjoyed warm personal friendship with 
your fellow-countrymen. All of us owe 
an immeasurable debt to German theol- 
ogy, philosophy, and literature. Our 
sympathies are in matters of the spirit 
so largely German. that nothing but the 
very strongest reasons could ever lead us 
to contemplate the possibility of hostile 


relations between Great Britain and Ger- 
many. 


Nor have we the remotest sympathy 
with any desire to isolate Germany, or to 
restrict her legitimate expansion, com- 
mercial and colonial. We have borne 
resolute witness against the endeavor 
made by foes of Germany to foment anti- 
German suspicion and ill-will in the 
minds of our fellow-countrymen. 


The Sanctity of Treaties. 


But we recognize that all hopes of set- 
tled peace between the nations, and in- 
deed of any civilized relations between 
the nations, rest on the maintenance in- 
violate of the sanctity of treaty obliga- 
tions. We can never hope to put law 
for war if solemn international compacts 
can be torn up at the will of any power 
involved. These obligations are felt by 
us to be the more stringently binding 
in the case of guaranteed neutrality. For 
the steady extension of neutralization ap- 
pears to us to be one of the surest ways 
of the progressive elimination of war 
from the face of the earth. All these 
considerations take on a more imperative 
cogency when the treaty rights of a 
small people are threatened by a great 
world power. We therefore believe that 
when Germany refused to respect the 
neutrality of Belgium, which she herself 
had guaranteed, Great Britain had no 
option, either in international law or in 
Christian ethics, but to defend the peo- 
ple of Belgium. The Imperial Chancellor 
of Germany has himself admitted, on 
Aug. 4, that the protest of the Luxem- 
bourg and Belgian Governments was 
“just,” and that Germany was doing 
“wrong” and acting “contrary to the 
dictates of international law.” His only 
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excuse was “necessity ”’—which recalls 
our Milton’s phrase, “necessity, the 
tyrant’s plea.” It has cost us all the 
deepest pain to find the Germany which 
we.love so intensely committing this act 
of lawless aggression on a weak people, 
and a Christian nation becoming a mere 
army with army ethics. We loathe war 
of any kind. A war with Germany cuts 
us to the very quick. But we sincerely 
believe that Great Britain in this con- 
flict is fighting for conscience, justice, 
Europe, humanity, and lasting peace. 


Dictated Terms. 


This conviction is deepened by the ante- 
cedents of the present unhappy war. In 
allowing her ally Austria to dictate 
terms to Servia which were quite incom- 
patible with the independence of that lit- 
tle State, Germany gave proof of her dis- 
regard for the rights of smaller States. 
A similar disregard for the sovereign 
rights of greater States ‘was shown in 
the demand that Russia should demobilize 
her forces. It was quite open to Ger- 
many to have answered Russia’s mobili- 
zation with a counter-mobilization with- 
out resorting to war. Many other nations 
have mobilized to defend their frontiers 
without declaring war. Alike indirectly in 
regard to Servia and directly in regard 
to Russia, Germany was indisputably the 
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aggressor. And this policy of lawless 
aggression became more nakedly mani- 
fest in the invasion of Belgium. Great 
Britain is not bound by any treaty rights 
to defend either Servia or Russia. But 
she is bound by the most sacred obliga- 
tions to defend Belgium, obligations 
which France undertook to observe. We 
have been grieved to the heart to see 
in the successive acts of German policy 
a disregard of the liberties of States, 
small or great, which is the very nega- 
tion of civilization. It is not our country 
that has incurred the odium of being a 
traitor to civilization ,or to the con- 
sciencé of humanity. 


Doubtless you read the facts of the 
situation quite differently. You may 
think us entirely mistaken. But we de- 
sire to assure you, as fellow-Christians 
and fellow-theologians, that our motives 
are not open to the charge which has 
been made. 

We have been moved to approach you 
on this matter by our deep reverence for 
you and our high appreciation of the 
great services you have rendered to 
Christendom in general. We trust that 
you will receive what we have said in 
the spirit in which it was sent. 

We have the honor to be, 


Yours very sincerely, 


RICHARD ROBERTS, Pastor of Crouch 
Hill Presbyterian Church, London. 
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Prof. Harack in Rebuttal 


BERLIN, Sept. 10, 1914. 

Gentlemen: The words, “ The conduct 
of Great Britain is that of a traitor to 
civilization,” were not used by me, but 
you have expressed my general judg- 
ment of this conduct correctly. The sen- 
tence in question in my speech reads: 
“This, our culture, the chief treasure 
of mankind, was in large part, yes, al- 
most wholly, intrusted to three peoples: 
To us, to the Americans, and—to the 
English. I will say no more. I cover 
my head.” To my deep sorrow I must, 
even after your communication, maintain 
this judgment. 

You claim that England has drawn 
and must draw the sword purely for the 


protection of the small nations of Servia~ 


and Belgium and for the sake of an in- 
ternational treaty. In this claim I see 
at the very least a fearful self-delusion. 


It is an actual fact that what Servia 
desired was that her Government should 
in no wise be mixed up with the shame- 
ful crime of Serajevo, and it is also an 
established fact that for years Servia, 
with the support of Russia, has at- 
tempted by the most despicable means 
to incite to rebellion the Austrian South 
Slavs. When Austria finally issued to 
her a decided ultimatum without making 
any actual attack on her territory, it 
was the duty of every civilized land— 
England as well—to keep hands off, for 
Austria’s royal house, Austria’s honor, 
and Austria’s existence were attacked. 
Austria’s yielding to Servia would mean 
the sovereignty of Russia in the eastern 
half of the Balkans, for Servia is nothing 
more than a Russian satrapy, and the 
Balkan federation brought about by 
Russia had for its ultimate purpose op- 
position to Austria. This is as well 
known in England as in Germany. If, 
gentlemen, in spite of this, you can pre- 
sume to judge that in this circumstance 
it was purely a case of protecting the 
right of a small nation against a large 


one, I shall find great difficulty in be- 
lieving in your good faith. 
Against Pan-Slavism. 

It was not a question of little Servia 
but of Austria’s battle for life and the 
struggle of Western culture against Pan- 
Slavism. Servia is, after all, only an 
outpost of Russia and as opposed to this 
nation, Servia’s “sovereignty” is less 
than a mere shadow; in fact it can hard- 
ly be protected by England, for in reality 
it does not exist. For in addition Servia, 
through the most dastardly murder 
known to history, struck her name from 
the list of the nations with which one 
does business as equals. What would 
England have done had the Prince of 
Wales been assassinated by the emissary 
of a little nation which had continually 
been inciting the Irish to revolt? Would 
it have issued a milder ultimatum than 
Austria’s? But of all this you say not 
a word in your communication, but in- 
stead persist on seeing in the situation 
into which Servia and Russia have 
brought Austria, only the necessity of 
an oppressed little country to whose help 
haste must be made! Thus to judge 
would be more than blindness, indeed, 
it would be a crime that cries unto 
heaven, were it not known that the life 
problems of other great powers do not 
exist for Great Britain, because she is 
only concerned about her own life prob- 
lems and those of little nations whose 
support can be useful to her. 


At bottom Servia is of as little con- 
sequence to you as to us. Austria, too, 
is of no consequence to you; and you 
realize that Austria had the right to pun- 
ish Servia. But because Germany, who 
stands behind Austria, is to be struck; 
therefore Servia is the guiltless little 
State which must be spared! What is 
the result? Great Britain sides with 
Russia against Germany. What does 
that mean? That means that Great 
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Britain has torn down the dike which 
has protected West Europe and_ its 
culture from the desert sands of the 
Asiatic barbarism of Russia and of Pan- 
Slavism. Now we Germans are forced 
to stop up the breach with our bodies. 
We shall do it amid streams of blood, 
and we shall hold out there. We must 
hold out, for we are protecting the labor 
of thousands of years for all of Europe, 
and for Great Britain! But that day 
when Great Britain tore down the dam 
will never be forgotten in the history 
of the world, and history’s judgment 
shall read: On that day when Russian- 
Asiatic power rushed down upon the cul- 
ture of Europe Great Britain declared 
that she must side with Russia because 


“the sovereignty of the murderer-nation 


Servia had been violated!” 


As to Neutrality. 


But no, the maintenance of Servia’s 
sovereignty is not according to your 
communication the first, but only the 
second reason for Great Britain’s decla- 
ration of war against us. The first rea- 
son is our violation of Belgian neutral- 
ity; “ Germany broke a treaty which she 
herself had guaranteed.” Shall I remind 
you how Great Britain has disported her- 
self in the matter of treaties and pleas- 
ant promises? How about Egypt for 
example? But I do not need to go into 
these flagrant and repeated violations of 
treaty rights, for a still more serious 
violation of the rights of a people stands 
today on your books against you; it has 
been proved that your army is making 
use of dumdum bullets and thereby 
turning a decent war into the most bloody 
butchery. In this Great Britain has 
severed herself from every right to com- 
plain about the violation of the rights of 
a people. 

But aside from that—in your commu- 
nication you have again emphasized the 
main point. We did not declare war 
against Belgium, but we declared that 
since Russia and France compelled us to 
wage a war with two fronts (190,000,000 
against 68,000,000) we had then to suffer 
defeat if we could not march through 
Belgium; that we should do that but 
that we should carefully keep from harm- 


ing Belgium in any way and would in- 
demnify all damage incurred—our hand 
upon it! Would Great Britain, had she 
been in our pcsition, have hesitated a 
moment to do likewise? And would 
Great Britain have drawn the sword for 
us if France had violated the neutrality 
of Belgium by marching through it? 
You know well enough that both these 
questions must be answered in the nega- 
tive. et a 
Our Imperial Chancellor has with his 
characteristic conscientiousness declared 
that we have on our side committed a 
certain wrong. I cannot agree with him 
in this judgment, and I cannot even 
recognize the commission of a formal 
wrong, for we were in a situation where 
formalities no longer obtain, and where 
moral duties only prevail. When David, 
in the extremity of his~need, took the 
show-bread from the Table of the Lord, 
he was in every sense of the word jus- 
tified, for the letter of the law ceased 
at that moment to exist. It is as well 
known to you_as to me that there is a 
law of necessity which breaks iron 
asunder, to say nothing of treaties. 
Appreciate our position! Prove to me 
that Germany has flippantly constructed 
a law of necessity; prove it to me in 
this hour, when your country has gone 
over to our enemies, and we have half 
the world to fight. You cannot do that; 
you could not do it on the 4th of Au- 
gust, and consequently you have assumed 
the most miserable of pretexts, because 
you wished to destroy us. From your 
letter, gentlemen, I must believe that 
you are far from holding this view; but 
do you believe, and would you really try 
to make me believe, that your statesmen 
would have declared war against us only 
because we were determined to march 
through Belgium? Ycu could not con- 
sider them so-foolish and sq flippant. 


An Earlier Treachery. 


But I am not yet at an end. “It is not 
we who have first violated the neutrality 
of Belgium. Belgium, as we feared and 
as we now, informed by the actual facts, 
see still more clearly, was for a long 
time in alliance with France and—with 
you. France’s airmen were flying over 


PROF, HARNACK IN REBUTTAL 


Belgium before we marched in; negotia- 
tions with France had already taken 
place, and in Maubeuge there was found 
an arsenal full of English munitions 
which had been stationed there before 
the declaration of war. This arsenal— 
you know where Maubeuge is situated!— 
points to agreements which Great Brit- 
ain had made with France, and to which 
Belgium was also party. These agree- 
ments are before the whole world today, 
for the chain of evidence is complete 
and the treacherous plot of Great Britain 
is revealed. She has encouraged and 
pledged the Belgians against us, and 
therefore it is she who must answer for 
all the misery which has been visited 
upon that poor country. Had it been 
our responsibility, not a single hair of a 
Belgian’s head should have been harmed. 

If, then, the Belgian wrongs like those 
of Servia are only the flimsiest pretexts 


for Great Britain’s declaration of war _ 


against us, there remains, unfortunately, 
no other reason for this declaration of 
war save the intention of your states- 
men either to destroy us or so to weaken 
us that Great Britain will rule supreme 
on the seas and in all distant parts of 
the world. This intention you personally 
deny and thus far I must take your word 
for it. But do you deny it also for your 
Government? That you cannot do, for 
the facts have been brought to light; 
when Great Britain determined to join 
the coalition of Russia with France, 
which is ruled by Russia, when it put 
-aside all the differences that stood be- 
tween her and Russia, when it set upon 
us not only the hordes of Russia but the 
scrupulous Japanese, “the yellow peril,” 
and called upon all Europe, when it also 
sunk in the ocean its duties to European 
culture—for all of that there is but one 
explanation: England believes that the 
hour for our destruction has struck. 
Why does she wish to destroy us? Be- 
cause she will not endure our power, our 
zeal, our perfection of growth! There is 
no other explanation! 


Lifting Humanity. 


We and Great Britain in alliance with 
America were able in peaceful co- 
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operation to lift humanity to a higher 
plane, and to lead the world in peace, 
allowing to each his rights. We Germans 
now know no, and have never known 
any, higher ideal than this. In order to 
realize this ideal the German Kaiser and 
the German people have made many 
sacrifices in the past 43 years. In pro- 
portion to the development of our 
strength, we should be able to lay claim 
to more territory than we now possess 
in the world. But we have never at- 
tempted to force this claim. We held 
that the strength of our nation should 
be in its zeal and in the peaceful fruits 
of that zeal. Great Britain has _ be- 
grudged us that; she has been jealous of 
our powers, jealous of our fleet, jealous 
of our industries and our commerce, and 
jealousy is the root of all evil. Jealousy 
it is which has driven Great Britain into 
the most fearful war which history 
knows and the end of which is unforseen. 


What course is open to you, gentle- 
men, once you are enlightened as to the 
policy of your country? In the name of 
our Christian culture, which your Gov- 
ernment has frivolously placed in 
jeopardy, I can offer you but one coun- 
sel: To burden your consciences no 
longer with Servia and Belgium, which 
you must protect, but to face about and 
stop your Government in its headlong 
course; it may not be too late. As far as 
we Germans are concerned, our way is 
clearly indicated, though not so our fate. 
Should we fall, which God and our strong 
arm prevent, then there sinks with us 
to its grave all the higher culture of our 
part of the world, whose defenders we 
were called to be; for neither with Rus- 
sia nor against Russia will Great Britain 
be able longer to maintain that culture 
in Europe. Should we conquer—and vic- 
tory is for us something more than mere 
hope—then shall we feel ourselves re- 
sponsible, as formerly, for this culture, 
for the learning and the peace of 
Europe, and shall put from us any idea 
of setting up a hegemony in Europe. We 
shall stand by the one who, together in 
fraternal union with us, will create and 


‘maintain such a peaceful Europe. 


For the continuation of your cordial 
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attitude toward me I am _ personally 
grateful. I would not unnecessarily sever 
the bond which holds me to the upright 
Christians and the learning of your 
country, but at the present moment this 
bond has no value for me. 


PROF. VON HARNACK. 
P. S.—It is in your power now to wage 


a battle which would be of honor to 
you. As a fourth great power arrayed 


The Causes 


against Germany, the lying international 
press has raised itself up, flooded the 
world with lies about our splendid and 
upright army, and slandered everything 
that is German. We have been almost 
entirely cut off from any possibility of 
protecting ourselves against this “ beast 
of the pit.” Do not believe the lies, and 
spread abroad the truth about us. We 
are today no different than Carlyle pic- 
tured us to you. ~ HARNACK. 


of the War 


By Theodore dove Nighevee 


Theodore Niemeyer, Kaiser Wilhelm Ex- 
change Professor at Columbia University for 
1914-15, and well-known Professor of Kiel 
University, has addressed the following letter 
to the editor of The New Yorker Staats- 
Zeitung. 


KIEL, 14th August, 1914. 
To the Editor of the New Yorker Staats- 

Zeitung: 

Dear Sir: English papers publish a 
telegram from Mr. Andrew Carnegie, in 
which the view is expressed that the Ger- 
man Emperor, “in declining to take part 
in the peace conference proposed by Sir 
Edward Grey, an advocate of peace,” 
proved unfaithful to that love of peace 
which he has shown during the past 
twenty-five years—that he, on the con- 
trary, has taken up the role of a dis- 
turber of the peace of Europe. 

To the best of my knowledge, the Ger- 
man press has only referred to this tele- 
gram with the simple remark that in- 
telligence of the real state of affairs 
has evidently not yet reached the ears 
of the sender of the telegram. 

This attitude of the German press is 
in conformity with its firm consciousness 
of the justice of its cause and its confi- 
dence in the ultimate triumph of truth. 
Both in this consciousness and in this 
confidence I will not be surpassed by 
any one, but to observe silence in the 
face of such accusations is beyond my 
power. To allow such a misconstruc- 
tion to pass unchallenged through the 


world seems to me (and doubtless to 
many thousands besides me) unbearable. 

The misunderstanding about the Peace 
Conference is easily put right. Sir Ed- 
ward Grey did not propose any peace 
conference at all, but a conference of the 
Ambassadors of those four powers which 
were at that time not directly concerned, 
namely Germany, England, France, and 
Italy. These powers were to attempt to 
exert their influence on Austria-Hungary 
and Russia in the same way as the Am- 
bassador’s Conference (or rather Am- 
bassadorial Reunion) in London had done, 
in 1912 and 1918, on the Balkan States 
and Turkey. What the united six pow- 
ers at that time undertook toward the 
Balkan States was now to be done by 
four—discordant—powers upon two oth- 
ers who are in a state of highest political 
tension. To this proposal Germany re- 
plied that the apparatus of an Ambassa- 
dorial Conference does not work quickly 
or effectually enough for the emergency 
of the moment, or to be able to ease the 
tense political situation. 


The Kaiser’s Efforts. 


In place of this, however, the German 
Emperor undertook to negotiate in person 
with the Russian and Austrian monarch 
and was overwhelmed with grief when 
the leaders of Muscovite policy frustrated 
all his exertions by completely ignoring 
his efforts for peace, (made at the ex- 
press desire of the Czar,) and then in 
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real earnest amassing Russian forces on 
the German frontier, evidently resolved 
to force on a war under any circum- 
stances—even against the will of the 
Czar. 

It is here that the clue to all the ter- 
rible events of the present day is to be 
found. 

The incessant intriguing of the Rus- 
sian military party for many years past 
has at last succeeded in drawing first 


France and then England to their cause, 


by turning the mistrust, the dread of 
competition, the hopes of revenge, and 
the ever-increasing armaments to their 
use with incomparable skill. The task was 
facilitated by Germany’s industrial up- 
growth, which—in willful misconstruc- 
tion of the truths of the laws of interna- 
tional communities—has been represent- 
ed as a calamity for other States. 


England’s Growing Friendship. 

In quite recent times people in Eng- 
land began to recognize this miscon- 
struction of facts as such. They began 
to understand that friendship with Ger- 
many might be a blessing and that in 
this way peace would be possible. This, 
however, meant the possibility of the 
Muscovite policy being completely frus- 
trated. An Anglo-German understand- 
ing seemed already to be shaking the 
very foundations of the Triple Entente, 
Russia had been obliged during the two 
Balkan wars (the London Ambassadorial 
Conference was in fact the clearing 
house for this) to make important con- 
cessions to the detriment of her protégés, 
Servia and Montenegro, in order to re- 
tain the friendship of England, which 
ardently strove for peace. Now, how- 
ever, it was highest time for Russia to 
pocket her gains; for the English people 


~ ence in such circumstances? 


were slowly beginning to realize that in 
St. Petersburg they were trying to en- 
gage England in the cause of Pan-Slav- 
ism. The unnatural alliance was be- 
coming more and more unpopular from 
day to day. How long would it be before 
Russia lost England’s help forever? 


Before this took place Russia must 
bring about a European war. The iron, 
which had been prepared with the help 
of the English military party, had to be 
forged, for never again would’ there be 
a moment so favorable for the complete 
destruction of Austria and the humilia- 
tion of Germany. Servia was thrust to 
the front. Russia’s Ambassador man- 
aged that wonderfully. The fire was 
set in so skillful a manner that the in- 
cendiaries knew in advance there was no 
possibility of extinguishing it. The con- 
flagration must spread and soon blaze in 
all corners of Europe. 

What was the use of a Peace Confer- 
Conscious 
of the irresistible consequences of their 
action the real rulers of Russia sent for- 
ward their armies; it was now or never, 
if the work was to be done with the help 
of England. And without England per- - 
haps even France would not consent to 
join. 

Thus it came about, and thus we have 
seen the peaceful policy of the German 
Emperor, which he has upheld for twen- 
ty-five years, completely wrecked. 

We are now fighting not only for our 
Fatherland, but also for the emancipa- 
tion of our culture from a menace that 
has become insupportable. 

Yours faithfully, 
TH. NIEMEYER, 
Kaiser Wilhelm Professor, Columbia Uni- 
versity. 


Comment by Dr. Max Walter 


To the letter addressed by Prof. Th. 
Niemeyer to the editor of The New 
Yorker Staats-Zeitung (see No. 287, 3, 2, 
of Frankfurter Zeitung) I should like to 
add the following remarks: During my 
activity as Professor of the Methodics of 
Foreign Language Teaching at Teachers 
College, Columbia University, New York, 
(January-June, 1911,) I was introduced 
to Mr. Andrew Carnegie, with whom I 
had a long interview. He expressed his 
views upon the peace question and arbi- 
tration, and spoke for a long time about 
the German Emperor who had repeated- 
ly received him during his visits to Ger- 
many. He expressed his great apprecia- 
tion of the important services rendered 
by our Emperor for the maintenance of 
peace, and declared that he, above all 
others, deserved the title of the Peace- 
loving Monarch, (Friedensfiirst.) To 
him it was chiefly due that, during the 
various crises which had _ repéatedly 
brought Europe to the brink of war, the 
disaster had again and again been avert- 
ed. The German Emperor, he con- 
sidered, looked upon it as his chief pride 
that no war should take place during his 
reign, that Germany should develop and 
prosper in peaceful emulation with other 
countries, and his greatest desire was that 
other nations should recognize ungrudg- 
ingly that all Germany did to raise the 
moral and ethical standard of mankind 
was for the benefit of all. 

If now Carnegie has really declared, 


as this letter maintains, that he con- 
siders the German Emperor the “ Dis- 
turber of Peace,” it shows clearly how 
baleful the influence of the English press 
has been—that it could shake such a 
firm conviction in our Emperor’s love of 
peace. Let us hope that this letter of 
Prof. Niemeyer’s and other explanations 
to the same effect will induce him to 
recognize the horrible misrepresenta- 
tions of English papers and to return to 
his former conviction. 


It was on this occasion, too, that An- 
drew Carnegie indorsed Prof. Burgess’s 
view, that the three nations—America, 
Germany, and England—should unite, and 
then they would be able to keep the peace 
of the world. When I expressed my 
doubts in the real friendship of England, 
he replied, then America and Germany, 
at least, must hold together to. secure 
universal peace. Hitherto I have re- 
frained from publishing this interview, 
but now I consider it my duty to make 
known the views that Carnegie once 
held, and to which, if he has really 
changed them, we may hope he, who has 
done so much in his noble striving after 
peace, will return right away. 


If there should remain the least doubt 
in Mr. Andrew Carnegie’s mind, he has 
only to read the telegrams exchanged 
between the Emperor William and the 
Czar on the one hand, and King George 
and the Emperor on the other. 


WILHELM IIl., 


German Emperor. 
(Photo from Charles L. Ritzemann.) 


AUGUSTA VICTORIA, 


German Empress. 
(Photo from M. EB. Berner.) 


WHO BEGAN THE WAR, AND WHY? 
THE CASE FOR GERMANY 


SPEECHES BY KAISER WILHELM II. 


From the Balcony of the Palace, 
Berlin, July 31, 1914. 


FATEFUL hour has fallen for 
Germany. 


Envious peoples everywhere are 
compelling us to our just defense. 


The sword is being forced into our 
hand. I hope that if my efforts at the 
last hour do not succeed in bringing our 
opponents to see eye to eye with us and 
in maintaining peace we shall with 
God’s help so wield the sword that we 
shall restore it to its sheath again with 
honor. 


War would demand enormous sacri- 
fices of blood and property from the 
German people, but we should show 
our enemies what it means to provoke 
Germany. 

And now I commend you to God. Go 
tochurch. Kneel down before God and 
pray for His help for our gallant Army. 
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FORGIVES ENEMIES. 


Kaiser Wilhelm’s Speech from the 
Baleony of the Palace, Berlin, Aug. 2. 


I thank you for the love and loyalty 
shown me. When I enter upon a fight 
let all party strife cease. We are Ger- 
man brothers and nothing else. All 
parties have attacked me in times of 
peace. I forgive them with all my heart. 
I hope and wish that the good German 
sword will emerge victorious in the 
right. 


SPEECH FROM THE THRONE. 


Kaiser Wilhelm II., Opening Special Ses- 
sion of the Reichstag in White Room 
of the Royal Palace, Berlin, Aug. 4. 


Honored Sirs: It is in an hour 
fraught with fate that I have assembled 
about me all the representatives of the 
German people. For almost half a cen- 
tury we have been able to keep to the 
path of peace. The attempts to attrib- 
ute a warlike temperament to Germany 
and to circumscribe its position in the 
world have often put to severe tests the 
patience of our people. With unswerv- 
ing honesty, my Government, even in 
provoking circumstances, has pursued as 
its highest aim the development of all 
moral, spiritual, and economic powers. 
The world has been witness how tire- 
lessly we strove in the first rank dur- 
ing the pressure and confusion of the 
last few years to spare the nations of 
Europe a war between the great powers. 

The very grave dangers which had 
arisen owing to the events in the Balkans 
appeared to have been overcome, but then 
the murder of my friend, the Archduke 
Francis Ferdinand, opened up a great 
abyss. My high ally, the Emperor and 
King Francis Joseph, was compelled to 
take up arms to defend the security of 
his empire against dangerous intrigues 
from a neighboring-State. In the pur- 
suit of her proper interests the Dual 
Monarchy has found her path obstructed 
by the Russian Empire. Not only our 
duty as an ally calls us to the side of 


Austria-Hungary, but on us falls also 
the mighty task of defending the ancient 
community of culture of the two king- 
doms and our own position in the world 
against the attack of hostile powers. 
With a heavy heart I have been com- 
pelled to mobilize my army against a 
neighbor with whom it has fought side 
by side on so many fields of battle. With 
sincere sorrow I saw a friendship broken 
of which Germany had given faithful 
proofs. The Imperial Russian Govern- 
ment, yielding to the pressure of an in- 
satiable nationalism, has taken sides 
with a State which by encouraging crim- 
inal attacks has brought on the evil of 
this war. That France, also, placed her- 
self on the side of our enemies could not 
surprise us. Too often have our efforts 
to arrive at friendlier relations with the 
French Republic come in collision with 
old hopes and ancient malice. 


Honored Sirs: What human insight 
and power could do to arm a people 
against the last extremities has been 
done with your patriotic help. The hos- 
tility which has been smouldering for a 


long time in the East and in the West . 
The | 


has now burst into bright flames. 
present situation did not proceed from 
transient conflicts of interest or diplo- 
matie entanglements, it is the result of 
an ill will which has for many years 
been active against the strength and the 
prosperity of the German Empire. We 
are not incited by lust for conquest, we 
are inspired by the unyielding deter- 
mination to keep for ourselves and all 
future generations the place which God 
has given us. 


From the proofs which have been given _ 
you, you will see how my Government, 
and especially my Chancellor, strove up 
to the last moment to avert the worst. 
We grasp the sword in compulsory self- 
defense, with clean hands and a clean 
conscience. > 


To the peoples and races of the Ger- 
man Empire my call goes forth to defend 
with all their strength and in brotherly 
co-operation with our ally that which 
we have created by peaceful labor. After 
the example of our fathers, firmly and 
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faithfully, sincerely and with chivalry, 
humbly before God and battling joyfully 
_ before the enemy, let us place our trust 
in the eternal Omnipotence, and may He 
strengthen our defense and bring it to a 
good end! 

To you, honored sirs, the whole Ger- 
man people, assembled about its Princes 
and its leaders, look this day. Make 
your decision unanimously and quickly. 
That is my heartfelt wish. 

Gentlemen (addressing the Deputies 
directly): You have read what I said to 
my people the other day from the bal- 
cony of my castle. I repeat now that I 
no longer know any parties. I know 
only Germans. And in order to testify 
that you are firmly resolved without 
distinction of party to stand by my side 
through danger and death, I call upon the 
leaders of the different parties in this 
House to come forward and lay their 
hands in mine as a pledge. 


TO THE GERMAN 
ARMY AND NAVY. 


Proclamation by Kaiser Wilhelm II. 


After three and forty years of peace 
I call the men of Germany to arms. 


It has become necessary to protect our 
most sacred possessions, the Fatherland, 
our very hearths against ruthless de- 
struction. 

Enemies on every hand! That is the 
situation. A mighty struggle, a great 
sacrifice confronts us. 

I trust that the old spirit of battle 
still lives on in the German people, that 
powerful spirit of battle which grapples 
with the foe wherever it meets it, be,the 
cost what it may, which has ever been 
the terror and fear of our enemies. 

Soldiers of Germany, in you I place 
my trust! In each one of you lives the 
passionate will to conquer, which nothing 
can subdue. Each one of you knows, if 
need be, how to die a hero’s death. 

Remember our great and glorious past! 

Remember that you are Germans! 

God help us! 

WILHELM. 
- Berlin, Schloss, Aug. 6, 1914. 
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TO GERMAN WOMEN. 


An Appeal from the Kaiserin. 


On the summons of the Emperor our 
people are preparing for an unprece- 
dented struggle, which it did not invoke 
and which it is only carrying on in its 
defense. Whoever can bear arms will 
joyfully hasten to the colors to defend 
the Fatherland with his blood. The 
struggle will be gigantic and the wounds 
to be healed innumerable, therefore I 
call upon you women and girls of Ger- 
many, and all to whom it is not given to 
fight for our beloved home, for help. 
Let every one now do what lies in her 
power to lighten the struggle for our 
husbands, sons, and brothers. I know 
that in all ranks of our people, without 
exception, the will exists to fulfill this 
high ideal, but may the Lord God 
strengthen us in our holy work of love, 
which summons us women to devote all 
our strength to the Fatherland in its 
decisive struggle. : 

The organizations primarily concerned 
who should be supported first have 
already sent out notices regarding the 
mustering of volunteers and the collec- 
tion of gifts of all kinds. 

AUGUSTE VICTORIA. - 

Berlin, Aug. 6. 


“TO THE LAST BREATH 
OF MAN AND HORSE.” 


Proclamation by Kaiser Wilhelm II. - 


Since the foundation of the empire it 
has been for forty-three years the object 
of the efforts of myself and my ancestors 
to preserve the peace of the world and to 
advance by peaceful means our vigorous 
development. But our adversaries were 
jealous of the successes of our work. 
There has been latent hostility on the 
east and on the west and beyond the sea. 
It was borne by us till now, as we were 
aware of our responsibility and power. ~ 
Now, however, these adversaries wish to 
humiliate us, asking that we should look 
on with crossed arms and watch our 
enemies preparing themselves for a com- 


212 


ing attack. They will not suffer that we 
maintain resolute fidelity to our ally who 
is fighting for its position as a great 
power and with whose humiliation our 
power and honor would equally be lost. 
So the sword must decide. 


In the midst of perfect peace the 
enemy surprises us. Therefore to arms! 
Any dallying, any temporizing would be 
which our fathers founded; to be or not 
to be, is the question for the empire 
which our fathers founded. To be or not 
to be German power and German exist- 
ence. We shall resist to the last breath 
of man and horse, and shall fight out the 
struggle even against a world of enemies. 
Never has Germany been subdued when 
it was united. Forward with God, who 
will be with us as He was with our 
ancestors! 


Berlin, Aug. 6. WILHELM. 


JOY IN GLORIOUS VICTORY. 


Speech of Kaiser at a Parade During 
Swift German Advance Toward Paris. 


Comrades: I have gathered you around 
me here in order to take joy with you in 
the glorious victory which our comrades 
have in several days of hot battle won 
with their swords. Troops out of every 
nook and cranny of the empire. helped 


unshakable loyalty to win great results. 
There stood together under the leader- 
ship of the son of the Bavarian King and 
fought, with equal blades, troops of all 
ages, active, reservists, and landwehr. 


For our victory we are thankful, in the 
first place, to our God, (unserem alten 
Gott.) He will not desert us, since we 
stand for a holy cause. Many of our 
comrades have already fallen in battle. 
They died as heroes for the Fatherland. 
We will think of them with honor here, 
and shout to the honor of those still in 
the field. Hurrah! Hurrah! Hurrah! 


We still have many a bloody battle 
before us. Let us hope for further suc- 
cesses like this. We shall not relent, 
and we shall get to the enemy’s hide. 
We shall not lose our faith and trust in 


Beane eae ‘ enemies 11. 
one another in invincible bravery and : € as well 
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our good old God up there, (unserem 
guten alten Gott dort oben.) We are 
determined to win, and we must win. 


FIRST SUCCESSFUL BATTLE. 


Telegram from Kaiser Wilhelm II. to 
Chief of Troops in Upper 
Alsace, Aug. 15. 


Grateful to God, Who was with us. I 
thank you and your troops for the first 
victory. Please convey to all the troops 
which took part in the fight my imperial 
thanks in the name of the Fatherland. 

YOUR CHIEF WAR CAPTAIN. 


A PRAYER FOR VICTORY. 


By the Kaiser’s Order to Supreme Council 
of the Evangelical Church—To Be 
Included in the Liturgy 
Throughout the War. 


Almighty and merciful God! God of 
the armies! We beseech Thee in hu- 
mility for Thy almighty aid for our 
German Fatherland. Bless the entire 
German war force, lead us to victory, 
and give us grace that we may show 
ourselves to be Christians toward our 
Let us soon arrive at 
the peace which will everlastingly safe- 
guard our free and independent Germany. 


“UP AND AT THE FOES.” 


Kaiser’s Farewell Speech to First Regi- 
ment of Foot Guards at Potsdam. 


I draw the sword that with God’s 
help I have kept all these years in the 
scabbard. I have drawn the “sword, 
which without victory and without 
honor I cannot sheath again. All of you 
will see to it that only in honor is it re- 
turned to the scabbard. You are my 
guarantee that I can dictate peace to my 
enemies. Up and at the foes, and down 
with the enemies of Brandenburg! 
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ON VICTORY NEAR METZ. 


From Cabinet Order of Kaiser Wilhelm 
II., Published in Berlin Aug. 23. 
The mobilization and concentration of 
the army is now complete, the German 
railways having carried out the enor- 
mous transport movements with unpar- 
alleled certainty and punctuality. With 
a heart filled with gratitude my first 
thoughts turn to those who since 1870-71 
have worked quietly upon the develop- 
ment of an organization which has 
emerged from its first serious test with 
such glorious success. To all who have 
co-operated with them I wish to express 
my imperial thanks for their loyal de- 
votion to duty in making possible in 
obedience to my call the transportation 
of armed masses of German troops 
against my enemies. The present achieve- 
ment [near Metz] convinces me that the 
railways of the country will be equal to 
the heaviest demands that might be made 
upon them during the course of the gi- 
gantic struggle in which we are engaged 
for the future of the German Nation. 


THE SPIRIT OF THE MEN. 


Kaiser’s Telegram frem Dresden to the 
King of Saxeny, Oct. 2. 

I am very giad to be able to send you 
the best reports of the Nineteenth Army 
Corps and the Twelfth Reserve Corps. 
I visited yesterday the Third Army and 
greeted especially the brave 181st Regi- 
ment, to which I expressed my recogni- 
tion. {I found your third son and your 
brother Max as well as Laffert and 
Kirchbach in the best of health. The 
spirit among the men is splendid. With 
such an army we shall be able to com- 
plete victoriously the rest of our difficult 
task. To this end may the Almighty 
stand by us. WILHELM. 


HIS INDISCRETION 
WAS “CALCULATED.” 


Interview With Kaiser Wilhelm II., Oct. 


28, 1908, and lis Consequences. 
An interview between the German Emperor 
and “a representative Englishman, who long 


since passed from public to private life,’ ap- 
peared in The London Telegraph on Oct.) 28, 
1908, and was the next day authenticated by 
the German Foreign Office in Berlin with 
the comment that it was “intended as a 
message to the English people.’? This last 
expression of the Kaiser toward Great Brit- 
ain—until his declarations on the eve of the 
present war—deeply stirred the German 
people in protest and resulted in the Kaiser’s 
pledge to Chancellor von Buelow that 
henceforth the imperial views would be sub- 
ject to the bridle of the Ministry and the 
Council of the Empire. The interview as 
recorded by the “ representative English- 
man’? was as follows: 


Moments sometimes occur in the his- 
tory of nations when a calculated indis- 
cretion proves of the highest public 
service. It is for this reason that I have 
decided to make known the substance of 
a lengthy conversation which it was my 
recent privilege to have with the Em- 
peror. 


I do so in the hope that it will help to 
remove that obstinate misconception of 
the character of the Emperor’s feelings 
toward England, which I fear is deeply 
rooted in the ordinary Englishman’s 
breast. It is the Emperor’s sincere wish 
that it should be eradicated. He has 


_ given repeated proofs of his desire by 


word and deed. But, to speak frankly, 
his patience is sorely tried now; he finds 
himself so continually misrepresented 
and has so often experienced the morti- 
fication of finding that any momentary 
improvement in relations is followed by 
renewed outbursts of prejudice and a 
prompt return to the old attitude of 
suspicion. 


His Majesty spoke with impulsive and 
unusual frankness, saying: “ You English 
are as mad, mad, mad as March hares. 
What has come over you that you are 
completely given over to suspicions that 
are quite unworthy of a great nation? 
What more can I do than I have done? 
I declared with all the emphasis at my 
command in my speech at the Guildhail 
that my heart was set upon peace and 
that it was one of my dearest wishes to 
live on the best terms with England. 
Have I ever been false to my word? 
Falsehood and prevarication are alien to 
my nature. My actions ought to speak 
for themselves, but you will not listen 
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to them, but to those who misinterpret 
and distort them. 
Resents a Personal Insult. © 

“This is a personal insult which I 
resent; to be forever misjudged, to have 
my repeated offers of friendship weighed 
and scrutinized with jealous, mistrustful 
eyes taxes my patience severely. I have 
said time after time that I am a friend 
of England, and your press, or at least a 
considerable section of it, bids the people 
of England to refuse my proffered hand 
and insinuates that the other hand holds 
a dagger. How can I convince a nation 
against its will? ” 

Complaining again of the difficulty 
imposed on him by English distrust, his 
Majesty said: “ The prevailing sentiment 
of large sections of the middle and lower 
classes of my own people is not friendly 
to England. I am, therefore, so to speak, 
in the minority in my own land, but it 
is a minority of the best element, just 
as it is in England respecting Germany.” 

The Englishman reminded the Kaiser 
that not only England but the whole of 
Europe viewed with disapproval the re- 
cent sending of the German Consul at 
“Algiers to Fez and forestalling France 
and Spain by suggesting the recognition 
of Sultan Mulai Hafid. The Kaiser made 
an impatient gesture and exclaimed: 
“ Yes, that is an excellent example of the 
way German actions are misrepre- 
sented,” and with vivid directness he de- 
fended the aforesaid incident, as the 
German Government has already done. 

The interviewer reminded the Kaiser 
that an important and influential section 
of the German newspapers interpreted 
these acts very differently, and effusively 
approved of them because they indicated 
that Germany was bent upon shaping 
events in Morocco. 

“There are mischief makers,” replied 
the Emperor, “in both countries. I will 
not attempt to weigh their relative ca- 
pacity for misrepresentation, but the 
facts are as I have stated. .There has 
been nothing in Germany’s recent action 
in regard to Morocco contrary to the ex- 
plicit declaration of my love of peace 
made both at the Guildhall and in my 
latest speech at Strassburg.” 


Kaiser and the Boer War. 


Reverting to his efforts to show his 
friendship for England, the Kaiser said 
they had not been confined to words. 
It was commonly believed that Germany 
was hostile to England throughout the 
Boer war. Undoubtedly the newspapers 
were hostile and public opinion was hos- 
tile. “ But what,” he asked, “ of official 
Germany? What brought to a sudden 
stop, indeed, to an absolute collapse, the 
European tour of the Boer delegates, 
who were striving to obtain European 
intervention? 


“They were féted in Holland. France 
gave them a rapturous welcome. They 
wished to come to Berlin, where the Ger- 
man people would have crowned them 
with flowers, but when they-asked me to 
receive them I refused. The agitation 
immediately died away and the delegates 
returned empty handed. Was that the 
action of a secret enemy? 


“ Again, when the struggle was at its 
height, the German Government was in- 
vited by France and Russia to join them 
in calling upon England to end the war. 
The moment had come, they said, not 
only to save the Boer republics, but also 
to humiliate England to the dust. What 
was my reply? I said so far from Ger- 
many joining in any concerted European 
action to bring pressure against England 
and bring about her downfall Germany 
would always keep aloof from politics 
that could bring her into complications 
with a sea power like England. 


“ Posterity will one day read the exact 
terms of a telegram, now in the archives 
of Windsor Castle, in which I informed 
the sovereign of England of the answer 
I returned to the powers which then 
sought to compass her fall. Englishmen 
who now insult me by doubting my word 
should know what my actions were in 
the hour of their adversity. ~ 


“Nor was that all. During your black 
week in December, 1899; when disasters 
followed one another in rapid succession, 
I received a letter from Queen Victoria, 
my revered grandmother, written in sor- 
row and affliction and bearing manifest 
traces of the anxieties which were prey- 
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ing upon her mind and health. I at once 
returned a sympathetic reply. I did 
more. I bade one of my officers to pro- 
cure as exact an account as he could 
obtain of the number of combatants on 
both sides and the actual positions of 
the opposing forces. 


“With the figures before me I worked 
out what I considered the best plan of 
campaign in the circumstances and sub- 
mitted it to my General Staff for criti- 
cism. Then I dispatched it to England. 
That document likewise is among the 
State papers at Windsor awaiting the 
serenely impartial verdict of history. 

“Let me add as a curious coincidence 
that the plan which I formulated ran 
- very much on the same lines as that 
actually adopted by Gen. Roberts and 
carried by him into successful operation. 
Was that the act of one who wished 
England ill? Let Englishmen be just 
and say.” 


The German Navy. 


Touching then upon the English con- 
viction that Germany is increasing her 
navy for the purpose of attacking Great 
Britain, the Kaiser reiterated the ex- 
planation that Chancellor von Biilow and 
other Ministers have made familiar, 
dwelling upon Germany’s worldwide 
commerce, her manifold interests in dis- 
tant seas, and the necessity for being 
prepared to protect them. He said: 


“Patriotic Germans refuse to assign 
any bounds to their legitimate commer- 
cial ambitions. They expect their inter- 
ests to go on growing. They must be 
able to champion them manfully in any 
quarter of the globe. Germany looks 
ahead. Her horizons stretch far away. 
She must be prepared for any eventual- 
ities in the Far East. Who can foresee 
what may take place in the Pacific in 
the days to come, days not.so distant as 
some believe, but days, at any rate, for 
which all European powers with Far 
Eastern interests ought to steadily pre- 
pare? 

“Look at the accomplished rise of 
Japan. Think of a possible national 
awakening in China, and then judge of 
the vast problems of the Pacific. Only 


those powers which have great navies 
will be listened to with respect when the 
future of the Pacific comes to be solved, 
and if for that reason only Germany 
must have a powerful fleet. It may even 
be that England herself will be glad that 
Germany has a fleet when they speak to- 
gether in the great debates of the 
future.” 


The interviewer concludes: 


“The Emperor spoke with all that 
earnestness which marks his manner 
when speaking on deeply pondered sub- 
jects. I ask my fellow-countrymen who 
value the cause of peace to weigh what 
I have written and revise, if necessary, 
their estimate of the Kaiser and his 
friendship for England by his Majesty’s 
own words. If they had enjoyed the 
privilege of hearing them spoken they 
would no longer doubt either his 
Majesty’s firm desire to live on the best 
of terms with England or his growing 
impatience at the persistent mistrust 
with which his offer of friendship is too 
often received.” 


The Consequences. 


On Nov. 17 following Prince von Biilow 
met the Kaiser at Kiel, taking with him 
evidence of the feeling in Germany re- 
garding the Emperor’s published inter- 
view and setting forth: 


First, that the Foreign Affairs Commit- 
tee of the Bundesrat, or Federal Coun- 
ceil, is firm in the opinion formulated at 
the meeting held yesterday that it would 
be wiser for the Emperor not to express 
views affecting the relations of the empire 
with other countries except through his 
responsible Ministers. This expression, 
derives weight from the fact that the 
Governments of Bavaria, Wiirttemberg, 
and Saxony were represented on the com- 
mittee. 

Second, that the entire Reichstag as- 
sented to the declarations made by the 
speakers on Tuesday that the Emperor 
had exceeded his constitutional preroga- 
tives in private discussion with foreign- 
ers concerning Germany’s attitude on 
controverted questions. 

Third, that the feeling of the people at 
large on this matter was accurately indi- 
cated by the press of the country. 


The Kaiser’s reply was published on 
the same date in the Reichsanzeiger, in 
the form of a communication, which read: 
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During today’s audience granted to the 
Imperial Chancellor, his Majesty, the 
Emperor and King, listened for several 
hours to a report by Prince von Bulow. 
The Imperial Chancellor described the 
feeling and its causes among the German 
people in connection with the article pub- 
lished in The Daily Telegraph. He aiso 
explained the position he had taken during 
the course of the debates and interpela- 
tions on this subject in the Reichstag. 
His Majesty the Emperor received the 
statements and explanations with great 
earnestness, and then expressed his will 
as follows: 


‘* Heedless of the exaggerations of pub- 
lic criticism, which are regarded by him 
as incorrect, his Majesty perceives that 
his principal imperial task is to insure 
the stability of the policies of the empire, 
under the guardianship of constitutional 
responsibilities. In conformity therewith, 
his Majesty the Emperor approves the 
Chancellor’s utterances in the Reichstag, 
and assures Prince von Btilow of his con- 
tinued confidence.’’ 


WILHELM II’S LETTER 
TO LORD TWEEDMOUTH. 


Published by The Morning Post of Lon- 
don, Oct. 30, 1914. 


The subjoined letter written to the late 
Lord Tweedmouth by the German Em- 
peror is made public for the first time. 
It is a literal transcript of the original 
document in which occur a few slight 
errors in spelling. The existence of the 
document was first made known to the 
public by the military correspondent of 
The Times, who published a letter on the 
subject on March 6, 1908, but its con- 
tents were not divulged. 


The significance of the letter can be 
understood only in the light of the naval 
and political situation six years ago. 
During the preceding year, 1907, The 
Hague Conference, ostensibly convened 
in the interests of international peace, 
had resolved itself into a committee to 
determine how to diminish the severities 
of war. There was a section of opinion 
in this country which was persuaded 
that the only method of seeking peace 
was to reduce the navy and army. At 
the same time the Imperial German 
Navy was making swift and steady 
progress, and its menace to British su- 


premacy aroused considerable alarm in 
this country. Although the British Navy 
held superiority over the German Navy 
in ships not of the dreadnought type, 
the balance in dreadnoughts was virtu- 
ally even. 


Dreadnought Supremacy. 


It was stated in Parliament that in the 
year 1916 Germany, according to her 
naval law, would have thirty-six dread- 
noughts, a number which would involve 
the building by this country of forty-four 
such vessels in the same period, toward 
which the Government was only provid- ~ 
ing two in the current year. It was also 
stated that in the year 1911 Germany 
would possess thirteen dreadnoughts and 
Great Britain only twelve, which state- 
ment was founded upon reasonable as- 
sumptions. Could Germany reckon upon 
the continuance of such a relative posi- 
tion, the advantage to her would be very 
great. 


It was at this critical moment that the 
German Emperor indited his letter to the 
First Lord of the Admiralty, which is 
printed below. When the fact became 
known there was a good deal of public 
feeling aroused both in this country and 
abroad. Lord Tweedmouth stated that 
the letter was a private letter and purely 
personal. Prince von Biilow informed 
the Reichstag that the letter was of both 
a private and political character, adding 
some remarks concerning the “ purely 
defensive character of our naval pro- 
gramme which,” said the Chancellor, 
“cannot be emphasized too frequently.” 


The German Foreign Office officially 
announced that “in his letter the Em- 
peror merely corrected certain erroneous 
views prevalent in England regarding 
the development of the German fleet.” 


Readers are now in a position to judge 
for themselves the accuracy of ‘these 
statements. It should be remembered 
that the reduced navy estimates of 1908-9 
were followed by national alarm and the 
publication of Admiral Lord Charles 
Beresford’s shipbuilding programme and 
large increase in estimates of the follow- 
ing year. Here is the letter: 
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The Kaiser’s Letter. 


Berlin, 14th-2, 1908. 

My Dear Lord Tweedmouth—May I 
intrude on your precious time and ask 
for a few moments’ attention to these 
lines I venture to submit to you? I see 
by the daily papers and reviews that a 
battle royal is being fought about the 
needs of the navy. I therefore venture 
to furnish you with some information 
anent the German naval programme, 
which it seems is being quoted by all 
parties to further their'ends by trying to 
frighten peaceable British taxpayers with 
it as a bogy. 


During my last pleasant visit to your 
hospitable shores I tried to make your 
authorities understand what the drift of 
German naval policy is, but I am afraid 
that my explanations have been either 
misunderstood or not believed, because 
I see ‘‘German danger’’ and ‘*‘ German 
challenge to British naval supremacy ’’ 
constantly quoted in different articles. 
This phrase, if not repudiated or cor- 
rected, sown broadcast over the country 
and daily dinned into British ears, might 
in the end create the most deplorable re- 
sults. . 

I therefore deem it advisable, as Ad- 
miral of the Fleet, to lay some facts before 
you to enable you to see clearly that it is 
absolutely nonsensical and untrue that the 
German naval bill is to provide a navy 
meant as a challenge to British naval 
supremacy. The German fleet is built 
against nobody at all; it is solely built 
for Germany’s needs in relation with that 
country’s rapidly growing trade. The 
German naval bill was sanctioned by the 
Imperial Parliament and published ten 
years ago, and may be had at any large 
bookseller’s. There is nothing surprising, 
secret, or underhand in it, and every 
reader may study the whole course 
mapped out for the development of the 
German Navy with the greatest ease. 


Thirty to Forty Battleships in 1920. 


The law is being adhered to, and pro- 
vides for about thirty to forty ships of the 
line in 1920. The number of ships fixed 
by the bill included the fleet then actually 
in commission, notwithstanding its ma- 
terial being already old and far surpassed 
by contemporary types. In other foreign 
navies the extraordinary rapidity with 
which improvements were introduced in 
types of battleships, armaments, and armor 
made the fleet in commission obsolete 
before the building programme providing 
additions to it was half finished. 

The obsolete fleet had to be struck off 
the list, thus leaving a gap, lowering the 
number of ships below the standard pre- 
scribed by the bill. This gap was stopped 
by using the finished ships to replace the 
obsolete ones instead of being added to 


them as originally intended. Therefore, 
instead of steadily increasing the stand- 
ing fleet by regular additions it came to 
a wholesale rebuilding of the entire Ger- 
man Navy. Our actual programme in 
course of execution is practically only the 
exchange of old material for new, but not 
an addition to the number of units origi- 
nally laid down by the bill of ten years 
ago, which is being adhered to. 


It seems to me that the main fault in 
the discussions going on in the papers is 
the permanent ventilating of so-called two 
to three or more power standard and then 
only exemplifying on one power, which is 
invariably Germany. It is fair to sup- 
pose that each nation builds and com- 
missions its navy according to its needs 
and not only with regard to the pro- 
gramme of other countries. Therefore, 
it would be the simplest thing for England 
to say: *“‘I have a world-wide empire 
and the greatest trade of the world, and 
to protect them I must have so and so 
many battleships, cruisers, &c., as are 
necessary to guarantee the supremacy of 
the sea to me, and they shall, accordingly, 
be built and manned.’’ 


That is the absolute right of your coun- 
try, and nobody anywhere would lose a 
word about it, and whether it be 60 
or 90 or 100 battleships, that would 
make no difference and certainly - no 
change in the German naval bill. May the 
numbers be as you think fit, everybody 
here would understand it, but the people 
would be very thankful over here if at 
last Germany was left out of the discus- 
sion, for it is very galling to the Ger- 
mans to see their country continually 
held up as the sole danger and menace to 
Great Britain by the whole press of the 
different contending parties, considering 
that other countries are building, too, and 
there are even larger fleets than the Ger- 
man. 


Fears German Retaliation. 


Doubtless, when party faction runs high 
there is often a lamentable lack of dis- 
crimination in the choice of weapons, but 
I really must protest that the German 
naval programme should be only one for 
her exclusive use, or that such a poisoned 
view should be forged as a German chal- 
lenge to British supremacy of the sea. 
If permanently used mischief may be 
ereated at home, and the injured feeling 
engendering the wish for retaliation in 
the circle of the German Naval League 
as a representative of the nation which 
would influence public opinion and place 
the Government in a very disagreeable 
position by trying to force it to change its 
programme through undue pressure, dif- 
ficult to ignore. 

In a letter which Lord Esher caused to 
be published a short time ago he wrote 
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that every German, from the Emperor 
down to the last man, wished for the 
downfall of Sir John Fisher. Now I am 
at a loss to tell whether the supervision 
of the foundations and drains of royal 
palaces is apt to qualify somebody for the 
judgment of naval affairs in general. 
As far as regards German affairs, the 
phrase is a piece of unmitigated balder- 
dash, and has created immense merriment 
in the circles of those here who know. 
But I venture to think that such things 
ought not to be written by people who 
are high placed, as they are liable to hurt 
public feelings over here. 

Of course I need not assure you that 
nobody here dreams of wishing to in- 
fluence Great Britain in the choice of 
those to whom she means to give the 
direction of her navy or to disturb them 
in the fulfillment of their noble task. It 
is expected that the choice will always 
fall on the best and ablest, and their deeds 
will be followed. with interest and ad- 
miration by their brother officers in the 
German Navy. 

It is, therefore, preposterous to infer 
that the German authorities work for or 
against persons in official positions in 
foreign countries. It is as ridiculous as 
it is untrue, and I hereby repudiate such 
calumny. Besides, to my humble notion, 
this perpetual quoting of the German dan- 
ger is utterly unworthy of the great 
British Nation, with its world-wide empire 
and mighty navy. There is something 
nearly ludicrous about it. The foreigners 
in other countries might easily conclude 
that Germans must be an exceptionally 
strong lot, as they seem to be able to 
strike terror into the hearts of the British, 
who are five times their superiors. 

I hope your Lordship will read these 
lines with kind consideration. They are 
written by one who is an ardent admirer 
of your splendid navy, who wishes it all 
success, and who hopes that its ensign 
may ever wave on the same side as the 
German Navy’s, and by one who is proud 
to wear a British naval uniform of Ad- 
miral of the Fleet, which was conferred 
on him by the late great Queen of blessed 
memory. 

Once more the German naval bill is not 
aimed at England and is not a challenge 
to British supremacy of the sea, which 
will remain unchallenged for generations 


VEO wn ay 


to come. Let us all remember the warn- 
ing Admiral Sir John Fisher gave to his 
hearers in November, when so cleverly he 
cautioned them not to get scared by using 
the admirable phrase ‘‘if Eve had not 
always kept her eye on the apple’ she 
would not have eaten it, and we should 
not now be bothered with clothes.’’ 

I remain yours truly, 

: WILLIAM TI. R., 

Admiral of the Fleet. 


Attacks Kaiser’s Veracity. 


The Morning Post, commenting on the 


letter of the Kaiser, says: 


It is not usual for an Emperor to ad- 
dress a Minister of a foreign country with 
reference to the affairs of his department. 
It is a fact that it is not done. Lord 
Tweedmouth said the letter was a private 
letter. The German Chancellor, Prince 
von Biilow, said the letter partook of both 
a private and a political character. The 
fact remains that it involved an extra- 
ordinary breach of etiquette. .There is no 
reflection cast upon the late Lord Tweed- 
mouth. No one can help receiving a let- 
ter from an Emperor if that monarch con- 
descends to dispatch it. Few persons, 
perhaps, could help being influenced, al- 
beit unconsciously influenced, by the 
perusal of such an epistle. 

Perhaps the German Emperor reflected 
upon that psychological contingency; for 
to what conclusion is the whole tenor of 
the letter directed? That the German 
Navy existed solely for purposes of de- 
fense in case of aggression and for the 
protection of German commerce, and that 
it was no part of German policy, and 
never had been, to menace the sea power 
of Britain. 

Now turn to the notorious preamble of 
the German navy law of 1900, which in 
his letter the Emperor cites as a guaran- 
tee of good faith. It is there stated that 
the German Navy must. be made so power- 
ful that it would be dangerous for any 
nation, even the strongest maritime 
nation, to attack it. 

If that is not a challenge, what is? Had 
it not been in terms a challenge the pre- 
amble would surely have run that it was 
not the intention to make the German 
Navy so strong that the strongest naval 
power could not attack it without danger 
to that power. 


The Mighty Fate of Europe 


As Interpreted by Theobald von Bethmann-Hollweg, 
German Imperial Chancellor. 


“YOUR HEARTS FOR GOD, 
YOUR FISTS ON THE ENEMY.” 


Speech from Balcony of Chancellor’s 
Official Residence, Berlin, Aug. 1. 


At this serious hour in order to give 
expression to your feelings for your 
Fatherland you have come to the house 
of Bismarck, who with Emperor William 
the Great and Field Marshal von Moltke 
welded the German Empire for us. 

We wished to go on living in peace in 
the empire which we have developed in 
forty-four years of peaceful labor. 

The whole work of Emperor William 
has been devoted to the maintenance of 
peace. To the last hour he has worked 
for peace in Europe, and he is still 
working for it. Should all his efforts 
prove vain and should the sword be 
forced into our hands we will take the 
field with a clear conscience in the knowl- 
edge that we did not seek war. We shall 
then wage war for our existence and for 
the national honor to the last drop of our 
blood. 

In the gravity of this hour I remind 
you of the words of Prince Frederick 
Charles to the men of Brandenburg: 

“Tet your hearts beat for God and 
your fists on the enemy.” 


AS ONE MAN FOR THE KAISER. 


Speech from Balcony of Royal Palace, 
Berlin, Aug. 2. 


All stand as one man for our Kaiser, 
whatever our opinions or our creeds. I 
am sure that all the young German men 
are ready to shed their blood for the 
fame and greatness of Germany. We 
can only trust in God, Who hitherto has 
always given us victory. 


DECLARES FOR WAR.* 


Speech Delivered in the Reichstag, 
Berlin, Afternoon of Aug. 4. 


A mighty fate has descended upon 
Europe. Because we were struggling 
for the esteem of the German Empire 
in the world, we have for forty-four 
years lived in peace and safeguarded the 
peace of Europe. In peaceful industry 
we have become strong and mighty and 
in consequence envied. With patience we 
have borne that, under the pretext that 
Germany was desirous of war, hostility 
toward us was being nursed and chains 
forged for us both in the Hast and in 
the West. 

We wished to continue to live in peace- 
ful industry, and, like an unexpressed 
vow, there was passed on from Kaiser to 
the youngest soldier: “Only in defense 
of a righteous cause shall our sword be 
drawn.” (Hearty applause.) The day 
when we must draw it has appeared, 
contrary to our desire, contrary to our 
honest efforts to avoid it. Russia has 
applied the firebrand to the house. We 
find ourselves in a forced war with Rus- 
sia and France. 

Gentlemen, a series of documents, com- 
posed in the rush of events, is in your 
hands. Allow me to place before you the 
facts which characterize our attitude. 

From the very beginning of the Aus- 
trian conflict we strove and worked to- 
ward the end that this trouble remain 
confined to Austria-Hungary and Servia. 
All Cabinets, especially that of England, 
take the same stand; only Russia de- 
i ae Sik Sie Sas ona a ee = 


*The Times of London contained on Aug. 
12, 1914, the following: 

“The statement made by the German Im- 
perial Chancellor to the Reichstag on Aug. 4, 
which we published yesterday and reproduce 
helow, lends piquancy to a communication 
that reached us from an influential quarter 
in Germany on Aug. 2. The communication, 
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clares that she must have a word in the 
decision of this conflict. Therewith the 
danger of European entanglements 
arises. As soon as the first authentic 
reports of the military preparations in 
Russia reached us we declared in a 
friendly but emphatic manner in St. Pe- 
tersburg that war measures and military 
preparations would force us also to pre- 
pare, and that mobilization is closely 
akin to war. 


Russia asserts in what is an appar- 
ently friendly manner that she is not 
mobilizing against us. In the meantime 
England tries to mediate between Vienna 
and St. Petersburg, in which she is 
warmly supported by us. On July 28 the 
Kaiser telegraphed the Czar, asking him 
to consider that Austria-Hungary has 
the right and that it is her duty to de- 
fend herself against Servian intrigues, 
which threaten to undermine her exist- 
ence. The Kaiser called the attention of 
the Czar to their common monarchical 
interests with regard to the Serajevo 
outrage, and asked him personally to 
support him in order to establish har- 
mony between Vienna and St. Peters- 
burg. 

At about the same hour in which this 
telegram was sent the Czar asked the 


Kaiser for his support and requested 
him to advise Vienna to be moderate in 
its demands. The Kaiser assumed the 
role of mediator. Hardly had he begun 
his activity when Russia mobilized its 
entire fighting force against Austria- 
Hungary. Austra-Hungary, however, 
had mobilized only those army corps 
which were directed against Servia; in 
the north there were only two army corps 
and these far from the Russian border. 


The Kaiser immediately called the at- 
tention of the Czar to the fact that this 
mobilization of his forces against Aus- 
tria-Hungary made his position. as 
mediator difficult or absolutely impos- 
sible. In spite of this we continued our 
mediatorial activities in Vienna, going 
to the utmost limits of consistency with 
the terms of our federal treaty. [‘‘ Very 
true! Hear, hear!”] During this time 
Russia again spontaneously assured us 
that her military preparations were not 
directed against us. [“ Hear, hear, fie!’’] 


The 3ist of July arrived. In Vienna 
the decision was to be made. In the 
meantime we had succeeded with our 
negotiations to reaching a point where 
Vienna resumed intercourse with St. 
Petersburg, which for some time had 
been discontinued, but before the final 


which we give in its original form, bore the 
name of a personage holding a prominent 
position in Germany, and standing in a close 
personal relationship to the German Emperor. 
It was evidently timed for publication on the 
morning of Aug. 3, the day of Sir Edward 
Grey’s historic speech in the House of Com- 
mons ”’; 


Aug. 2, 1914. 

I hear with astonishment that in France 
and elsewhere in the world it is imagined 
that Germany wants to carry on an ag- 
gressive war, and that she had with this 
aim brought about the present situation. 
It is said that the Emperor was of the 
opinion that the moment had come to have 
a final reckoning with his enemies; but 
what a terrible error that is! Whoever 
knows the Emperor as I do, whoever 
knows how very seriously he takes the 
responsibility of the crown, how his moral 
ideas are rooted in true religious feeling, 
must be astonished that any one could 
attribute such motives to him. 


He has not wanted the war; it has been 
forced upon him by the might cf the cir- 
cumstances. He has worked unswerv- 


ingly to keep the peace, and has together 
with England thrown his whole influence 
into the scales to find a peaceful solution, 
in order to save his people from the hor- 
rors of war. But everything has been 
wrecked upon the attitude of Russia, 
which in the middle of negotiations which 
offered good outlook of success mobilized 
her forces, wherewith she proved that she 
did not mean in earnest what her assur- 
ances of peaceful intentions indicated. 
Now Germany’s frontiers are menaced 
by Russia which drags her allies into 
the war, now Germany’s honor is at stake. 
Is it possible under these circumstances 
that the most peace-loving monarch can 
do otherwise than take to the sword in 
order to defend the most sacred interests 
of the nation? ee 

And, finally, the German people! In 
them is firmly rooted the word of Prince 
Bismarck against aggressive wars: ‘‘ One 
must not try to look into the cards of 
Fate.’’ 

It must be stated again: Russia alone 
forces the.war upon Europe. Russia alone 
must carry the full weight of responsibil- 
ity. : 


THH MIGHTY FATE OF EUROPE 


decision was reached in Vienna the news 
arrived that Russia had mobilized its 
entire fighting force, which meant also 
against us. [“Hear, hear!’’] 


Russia’s Mobilization. 


The Russian Government, which from 
repeated admonitions knew what mobiliz- 
ing on our borders meant, did not notify 
us of this mobilization and gave us abso- 
lutely no explanation. [“ Hear! hear!’] 
Not until the afternoon of July 31 did 
the Kaiser receive a message from the 
-Czar in which he assured him that the 
attitude of his army was not hostile to- 
ward us. [“ Hear! hear!” and laughter.] 

However, the mobilization against us 
on the Russian border was on the night 
of July 31 already in full progress. 
While we, at the request of Russia, were 
mediating in Vienna, the Russian Army 
appeared on our long, almost entirely 
open border. France, although not yet 
mobilizing, was making preparations for 
war. And we, up to this point, had in- 
tentionally not then called a single sol- 
dier of the reserve, for the sake of Eu- 
ropean peace. [“ Bravo!’’] 


Should we continue to wait with pa- 
tience until the powers by which we are 
surrounded choose the moment for at- 
tack? [“No!”] To expose Germany to 
this danger would have been criminal! 
[Stormy, concerted, prolonged “ Very 
true and bravo!’”—also from the Social 
Democrats.] Therefore, on July 31 we de- 
manded that Russia demobilize, this be- 
ing the only measure which could save 
the peace of Europe. [Hearty approval.] 
The Imperial Ambassador received, fur- 
thermore, the order to declare to the Rus- 
sian Government that in case they did 
not comply with our demands they should 
consider that a state of war exists. 


The Imperial Ambassador performed ~ 


this mission. Up till the present we have 
not learned Russia’s answer to this de- 
mand. [“Hear, hear!”] Telegraphic re- 
ports concerning it have not yet reached 
us, although the wire still transmits less 
important messages. [“Hear, hear!’’] 
Therefore, on Aug. 1, at 5 o’clock, when 
the appointed period of grace was long 
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past, the Kaiser considered it necessary 
to mobilize. 

At the same time we had to make sure 
of the position France would take. To 
our direct question whether in case of a 
German-Russian war she would remain 
neutral, France answered that she would 
do what she had to do in her own inter- 
ests. [Laughter.] That was an evasive 
if not a negative answer to our question. 


Declares France Began War. 


In spite of this the Kaiser gave the 
order that the French border should be 
respected. The command was strictly 
enforced, with a single exception. France, 
which mobilized simultaneously with us, 
declared that she would respect a zone 
of ten kilometers from the border. 
[“Hear, hear!”] And what happened in 
reality? There were bomb-throwing 
flyers, cavalry patrols, invading com- 
panies in the Reichsland, Alsace-Lor- 
raine. [“Unheard of!”] Thereby France, 
although the condition of war had not 
yet been declared, had attacked our ter- 
ritory. 

Concerning the French complaints in 
regard to violations of the border, I have 
received from the Chief of the General 
Staff the following report: Only one 
offense has been committed. Contrary 
to an emphatic order a patrol of the 
Fourteenth Army Corps, led by an offi- 
cer, crossed the border on Aug. 2. They 
apparently were killed. Only one man 
returned. However, long before the 
crossing of the border French flyers 
were dropping bombs in Southern Ger- 
many, and at Schluchtpass the French 
troops had attacked our border troops. 

Until the present our troops have con- 
fined their activity to the protection of 
our borders. They are now on the de- 
fense, and necessity recognizes no law. 
[“Very true!”’] 

Our troops have occupied Luxemburg, 
and perhaps have also found it necessary 
to enter Belgian territory. [Hearty ap- 
plause.] This is contrary to interna- 
tional law.. The French Government has 
declared in Brussels they will respect the 
neutrality of Belgium as long as she 
respects the opponent. We knew, how- 
ever, that France was ready to invade 
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Belgium. [“Hear, hear!”] France could 
wait; we, however, could not, because a 
French invasion in our lower Rhein flank 
would have proved fatal. 


So we were forced to disregard the 
protests of the Luxemburg and Belgian 
Governments. We shall try to make 
good the injustice we have committed 
as soon as our military goal has been 
reached. [Applause.] Who like we are 
fighting for the highest, must: only con- 
sider how victory can be gained. [En- 
thusiastic applause in entire house.] 


Gentlemen, we are standing shoulder 

to shoulder with Austria-Hungary. With 
reference to England, the declaration 
which Sir Edward Grey made in the 
House of Commons yesterday plainly 
shows our attitude. We have assured 
England that as long as she remains 
neutral our fleet will not attack the 
northern coast of France and that the 
territorial integrity and independence of 
Belgium will not be violated. This decla- 
ration I repeat before the whole world, 
and I can add that so long as England 
remains neutral we are prepared in case 
of reciprocity to refrain from all hostile 
operations against French merchant ves- 
sels. [Applause.] 
- Gentlemen, so much for the events. TI 
repeat the words of the Kaiser: “ With 
a clear conscience Germany goes to the 
battlefield.” [Enthusiastic approval.] 
We are fighting for the fruits of our 
peaceful industry, for the inheritance of 
a great past, and for our future. 


The fifty years of which Moltke spoke, 
and in which we should stand armed and 
ready to protect our inheritance and the 
acquisitions of 1870, have not yet passed. 
The hour of trial for the German: nation 
has struck, but we are facing it with 
confidence. [Stormy approval.] 

Our army is in the field, our fleet is 
- ready for battle, and behind it stands 
the entire German Nation. [Enthusias- 
tic applause from the entire house.] The 
entire nation! [with a gesture particu- 
larly directed toward the Social Demo- 
crats. Renewed applause, in which the 
Social Democrats also joined.] You, 
gentlemen, realize your duty in its en- 
tirety. The question needs no further 


consideration, and I request speedy 
action. [Enthusiastic applause. ] 


STATEMENT TO AMERICA. 


Issued to The Associated Press from 
General Headquarters, Sept. 2. 


I do not know what is thought of this 
war in America. I assume there have 
been published in America the telegrams 
exchanged between the German Emperor, 
the Emperor of Russia, and the King of 
England, containing the history of the 
events that preceded the outbreak of the 
war, and which bears irrefutable testi- 
mony of how the Emperor, until the last 
moment, strove hard to preserve the 
peace. 


These efforts had to be futile, as Rus- 
sia, under all circumstances, had resolved 
upon war, and as England, which for 
decades had encouraged the anti-German 
nationalism in Russia and France, did 
not avail herself of the splendid oppor- 
tunity offered her to prove her often- 
emphasized love of peace, otherwise the 
war between Germany and France and 
England could have been averted. 

When once the archives are opened 
the world will-learn how often Germany 
extended to England her friendly hand, 
but England did not desire the friend- 
ship of Germany. Jealous of the devel- 
opment of Germany, and feeling that by 
German efficiency and German industry 
she has been surpassed in some fields, 
she had the desire to crush Germany by 
brute force, as she in former times sub- 
dued Spain, Holland, and France. She 
believed the moment had arrived, and 
therefore the entry of German troops 
into Belgium gave her a welcome pre- 
text to take part in the war. 

Germany, however, was forced to enter 
Belgium because she had to forestall the 
planned French advance, and Belgium 
only awaited this advance to join France. 
That only a pretext was involved as far 
as England is concerned is proved by the 
fact that already on the afternoon of 
Aug. 2, that is, prior to the violation of 
Belgium neutrality by Germany, Sir Ed- 


ward Grey assured the French Ambas- - 
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_ sador unconditionally of the help of Eng- 


land in case the German fleet attacked 
the French coast. 


Moral scruple, however, the English 
policy does not know. And thus the 
English people, who always posed as the 
protagonist of freedom and right, has 
allied itself with Russia, the representa- 
tive of the most terrible barbarism, a 
country that knows no spiritual or no re- 
ligious freedom, that tramples upon the 
freedom of peoples as well as of indi- 
viduals. Already England is beginning 
to recognize that she has made a mis- 
take in her calculations, and that Ger- 
many will master her enemies. She is 
therefore trying by the pettiest means to 
injure Germany as much as possible in 
her commerce and colonies, by instigating 
Japan, regardless of the consequences 
to the cultural community of the white 
race, to a pillaging expedition against 
Kiao-Chau, and leading the negroes in 
Africa to fight against the Germans in 
the colonies. 


Having strangled the news service of 
Germany to the whole world, and having 
opened the campaign against us with a 
falsehood, England will tell your coun- 
trymen that the German troops burned 
down Belgian villages and cities, but will 
pass over in silence the fact that Belgian 
girls gouged out the eyes of defenseless 
wounded. Officials of Belgian cities 
have invited our officers to dinner and 
shot and killed them across the table. 
Contrary to all international law, the 
whole civilian population of Belgium was 
called out, and after having at first 
shown friendliness, carried on in the rear 
of our troops a terrible warfare with con- 
cealed weapons. 


Belgian women cut the throats of sol- 
diers whom they had quartered in their 
homes: while they were sleeping. Eng- 
land elso will say nothing of the dumdum 
bullets which are being used by the Eng- 
lish and French despite all conventions 
and their hypocritical proclamations of 
humanity, which can be seen here in their 
original packing as they were found on 
French and English prisoners of war. 


The Emperor has authorized me to 


say al] this and to state that he has full 
confidence in the sense of justice of the 
American people, which will not allow 
itself to be deceived through the war of 
falsehood which our enemies are con- 
ducting against us. 

The statement of the Chancellor con- 
cludes as follows: 


/ 


Every one who has lived in Germany - 


since the outbreak of the war has been 
able to witness the great moral] uprising 
of all Germans who, pressed hard on all 
sides, cheerfully take the field for the 
defense of their rights and their exist- 
ence; every one knows that this people 
is not capable of any unnecessary cruelty 
or of any brutality. We will win, thanks 
to the great moral strength which our 
just cause gives to our troops, and in the 
end the greatest falsehoods will be able 
to obscure our victories as little as they 
do our rights. : 


GERMANY’S ARMAMENTS. 


Speech Delivered in the Reichstag, 
March 30, 1911. 


I have asked to speak in order to 
make a few brief remarks on the ques- 
tion of disarmament and arbitration. 
The Social Democratic motion proposes 
that I should take steps to bring about 
a general limitation of armaments. As 
a matter of fact, the idea of disarma- 
ment is being constantly discussed by 
pacificists in Parliaments and in Con- 
gresses far and wide. Even the first 
peace conference at The Hague had to 
confine itself to expressing the wish 
that the Governments should devote 
themselves to the continued study of the 
question. : 

Germany has responded to this desire, 
but has been able to find no suitable for- 
mula, and I am not aware that other 


Governments have been more successful. : 


The time when wars were made by Cab- 
inets is past. The feelings which here 
in Europe may lead to war lie else- 
where. 

They have their roots in antagonisms 
which must be found in popular senti- 
ment. Everybody knows how easily this 
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sentiment is influenced and how, unfor- 
tunately, in many cases, it abandons it- 
self helplessly to irresponsible press agi- 
tations. A counterpoise to all such and 
similar influences can but be desired. I 
shall be the first to welcome it whenever 
international efforts succeed in creating 
such a counterpoise. 

But if I am to take practical steps and 
am to propose mutual disarmament to 
the other powers, then general pacific 
assurances and adjurations are not 
enough. With Germany there is no need 
for such assurances or adjurations, in 
view of her constant policy throughout 
forty years, which shows that we seek 
no quarrels in the world. I should have 
to submit a fixed, definite programme. 
Then I should have to consider in all 
sobriety whether such a programme 
could be drawn up and carried out. Any 
one who makes uncertain and vague pro- 
posals can easily become a disturber of 
the peace rather than a peacemaker. 


I shall have to decline to draw up such 
a formula and submit it to an interna- 
tional congress. 


England’s Naval Police. 


England is convinced, and has repeat- 
edly declared, in spite of her desires for 
the limitation of expenditure on arma- 
ments and for the adjustment of any dis- 
putes that may arise by arbitral proce- 
dure, that her fleet must in all circum- 
stances be superior, or at any rate equal, 
to any possible combination in the world. 
England has a perfect right to strive for 
such a state of things, and, precisely be- 
cause of the position that I take up to- 
ward the disarmament question, I am the 
last to cast doubts upon it. It is quite 
another thing, however, to make such a 
claim the basis of a convention which 
must be recognized by all the other pow- 
ers in peaceful agreement. What if 
counterclaims are raised and the other 
powers are not satisfied with the réles 
assigned to them? 


One only requires to propound these 
questions in order to see things would 
not go well for European dignity at any 
world congress which had to decide upon 
such claims. 


And then armies. If, for example, 
Germany should be required to reduce 


her army by 100,000 men, by how many 


men must the other powers diminish 
their armies? Notwithstanding all the 
pacific assurances which, thank God, are 
being given everywhere, every nation 
would reply to me at any preliminary in- 
quiry that it claims that position in the 
world which corresponds with the sum of 
its national power, that the strength of 
its defensive forces must be adapted to 
this claim. At any rate, I would give 
no other reply for Germany. I should 
be touching the honor and national senti- 
ment of any other people if I expected 
any other statement from it. 


Question of Control. 


Every attempt at international dis- 
armament must break down on the ques- 
tion of control, which is absolutely im- 
practicable. A classic example of that 
is afforded by Prussia when overthrown 
by Napoleon. Her army was to be limit- 
ed to 45,000 men, but her patriotism, not- 
withstanding the most ruthless applica- 
tion of every means of control, managed 
to raise an army four times as large. 
The question of disarmament is insoluble 
so long as men are men and States are 
States. 


In the course of the debate reference 
has been made to the recent utterances 
of the British Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs in the House of Com- 
mons on the disarmament question. The 
English Minister gave expression to the 
idea that a reciprocal exchange of in- 
formation concerning the naval construc- 
tion of both countries would insure them 
against surprises, and that thereby both 
countries would be convinced that they 
were not trying mutually to, outstrip 
each other, while other powers would 
thereby be kept informed regarding the 
relations of Germany and England, and 
so the exchange of announcements 
would, on the whole, serve to promete 
peace. Dd 

We were all the more able to adhere 
to this idea as our naval building pro- 
gramme has always lain open. We have 
already declared our readiness to come 
to an understanding on this point with 
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England, in the hope that it may bring 
about a desired appeasement. 
World-embracing international arbi- 
tration treaties dictated by an interna- 
tional areopagus I consider just as im- 
possible as general international dis- 
armament. Germany takes up no hostile 
position toward arbitration. In all the 
new German treaties of commerce there 
are arbitration clauses. In the main it 
was due to Germany’s initiative that an 
agreement was arrived at at the second 


Hague conference for the establishment 
of an International Prize Court. 
Arbitration treaties can certainly con- 
tribute in a great measure to maintain 
and fortify , peaceful relations. But 
strength must depend on readiness for 
war. The dictum still holds good that 
the weak becomes the prey of the strong. 
If a nation can not or will not spend 
enough on her defensive forces for her 
to be able to make her way in the world, 
then she falls back into the second rank. 


Austria-Hungary’s Version of the War 


By Kaiser Franz Josef and Count Berchtold. 


The Imperial Rescript and Manifesto. 


Ischl, July 28. 

Dear Count Stiirgkh: 2 

I have resolved to instruct the Min- 
isters of my Household and Foreign Af- 
fairs to notify the Royal Servian Gov- 
ernment of the beginning of a state of 
war between the Monarchy and Servia. 
In this fateful hour I feel the need of 
turning to my beloved peoples. I com- 
mand you, therefore, to publish the in- 
closed manifesto. 


MANIFESTO. ‘ 


To my peoples! It was my fervent 
wish to consecrate the years which, by 
the grace of God, still remain to me, to 
the works of peace and to protect my 
peoples from the heavy sacrifices and 
burdens of war. Providence, in its wis- 
dom, has otherwise decreed. The intrigues 
of a malevolent opponent compel me, in 
the defense of the honor of my Mon- 
archy, for the protection of its dignity 
and its position as a power, for the se- 
curity of its possessions, to grasp the 
sword after long years of peace. 

With a quickly forgetful ingratitude, 
the Kingdom of Servia, which, from the 
first beginnings of its independence as a 
State until quite recently, had been sup- 
ported and assisted by my ancestors, has 
for years trodden the path of open hos- 
tility to Austria-Hungary. When, after 


three decades of fruitful work for peace 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina, I extended 
my Sovereign rights to those lands, my 
decree called forth in the Kingdom of 
Servia, whose rights were in nowise 
injured, outbreaks of unrestrained pas- 
sion and the bitterest hate. My Govern- 
ment at that time employed the hand- 
some privileges of the stronger, and 
with extreme consideration and leniency 
only requested Servia to reduce her army 
to a peace footing and to promise that, 
for the future, she would tread the path 
of peace and friendship. Guided by the 
same spirit of moderation, my Govern- 
ment, when Servia, two years ago, was 
embroiled in a struggle with the Turkish 
Empire, restricted its action to the de- 
fense of the most serious and vital inter- 
ests of the Monarchy. It was to this 
attitude that Servia primarily owed the 
attainment of the objects of that war. 


The hope that the Servian Kingdom 
would appreciate the patience and love 
of peace of my Government and would 
keep its word has not been fulfilled. 
The flame of its hatred for myself and 
my house has blazed always higher; the 
design to tear from us by force insep- 
arable portions of Austria-Hungary has 
been made manifest with less and less 
disguise. A criminal propaganda has 
extended over the frontier with the ob- 
ject of destroying the foundations of 
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State order in the southeastern part of 
the monarchy; of making the people, to 
whom I, in my paternal affection, ex- 
tended my full confidence, waver in its 
loyalty to the ruling house and to the 
Fatherland; of leading astray its grow- 
ing youth and inciting it to mischievous 
deeds of madness and high treason. A 
series of murderous attacks, an organ- 
ized, carefully prepared, and well carried 
out conspiracy, whose fruitful success 
wounded me and my loyal peoples to the 
heart, forms a visible bloody track of 
those secret -machinations which were 
operated and directed in Servia. 


A halt must be called to these intol- 
erable proceedings and an end must be 
put to the incessant provocations of Ser- 
via. The honor and dignity of my mon- 
archy must be preserved unimpaired, 
and its political, economic, and military 
development must be guarded from these 
continual shocks. In vain did my Gov- 
ernment make a last attempt to accom- 
plish this.object by peaceful means and 
to induce Servia, by means of a serious 
warning, to desist. Servia has rejected 
the just and moderate demands of. my 
Government and refused to conform to 
those obligations the fulfillment of which 
forms the natural and necessary founda- 
tion of peace in the life of peoples and 
States. I must therefore proceed by 
force of arms to secure those indis- 
pensable pledges which alone can insure 
tranquillity to my States within and 
lasting peace without. 


In this solemn hour I am fully con- 
scious of the whole significance of my 
resolve and my responsibility before the 
Almighty. I have examined and weighed 
everything, and with a serene conscience 
I set out on the path to which my duty 
points. I trust in my peoples, who, 
throughout every storm, have always 
rallied in unity and loyalty around my 
throne, and have always been prepared 
for the severest sacrifices for the honor, 
the greatness, and the might of the 
Fatherland. I trust in Austria-Hun- 
gary’s brave and devoted forces, and I 
trust in the Almighty to give the vic- 
tory to my arms. 

FRANZ JOSEF. 


DECLARATION OF WAR. 


Published in Special Edition of Official 
Gazette, Vienna, July 28. 


The Royal Government of Servia not 
having given a satisfactory reply to the 
note presented to it by the Austro-Hun- 
garian Minister in Belgrade on July 23, 
1914, the Imperial and Royal Govern- 
ment of Austria-Hungary finds it neces- 
sary itself to safeguard its rights and 
interests and to have recourse for this 
purpose to force of arms. Austria-Hun- 
gary, therefore, considers itself from this 
moment in a state of war with Servia. 


“DAYS OF WORLD’S HISTORY.” 


Congratulatory Telegram to Kaiser Wil- 
helm IL, Aug. 27. 

Victory after victory. God is with 
you. He will be with us also. I most sin- 
cerely congratulate you, dear friend, also 
the young hero, your dear son, the Crown 
Prince, and the Crown Prince Rupprecht, 
as well as the incomparably brave Ger- 
man Army. Words fail to express what 
moves me and, with me, my army, in 
these days of world’s history. 

“FRANZ JOSEPH.” 


WILL OF WILHELM II. ° 
THAT SWUNG THE SWORD. 


Kaiser Franz Josef’s Address in Bestow- 
ing the Great Cross on the German 
Kaiser, September, 1914. 

The glorious victories, so crushing to 
the foe, which the German Army has 
won in battle under your chief command 


-owe their begetting and their success to 


your iron will, which sharpened and 
swung the heavy sword. 

To the laurel that crowns you as vic- 
tor I wish to add, if I may, the highest 
military honor which we possess, in beg- 
ging you to take in true brotherhood of 
arms and as a token of my appreciation 
the Great Cross of my military Order of 
Marie Theresa. The decoration itself, 
dear friend, shall be handed to you by a 
special envoy as soon as it is convenient 
for you. 


ee 


ee wpe my 


ee ee ee ee 


pir 


-AUSTRIA-HUNGARY’S VERSION OF THE WAR 


A PURELY DEFENSIVE WAR. 


By Count Berehtold, Foreign Minister 
for Austria-Hungary. 
(Copyright, Hvening News Publishing Com- 

pany of Newark, N. J., 1914.) 

Austria-Hungary looks upon this war 
as a purely defensive one, which has 
been forced on her by the agitation di- 
rected by Russia against her very exist- 
ence. Austria-Hungary has given many 
proofs in late years of her peaceful in- 
tention. She refrained from any inter- 
ference with arms in the Balkan war, 
though her interests were at stake. Sub- 
sequent events have proved what a seri- 
ous danger the increase in territory and 
prestige which it brought Servia were 
for Austria-Hungary. Servia’s ambi- 
tions have since grown and have been 
solely directed against the Dual Mon- 
archy. Russia has tacitly approved of 
Servia’s action because Russian states- 
men wish to form an iron ring of enemies 
around Austria-Hungary and Germany 
in order that Russia’s grasp on Constan- 
tinople and on Asia should never again 
be meddled with. Austro-Hungarian 
soldiers are fighting for their homes and 
for the maintenance of their country, the 
Russians are fighting to help the Russian 
Czar to gain the rule of the world, to 
destroy all his neighbors who may be 
dangerous to Russian ambitions. Eng- 
land is helping the Russians to oust her 
German rival. She feared for some time 
that German culture and German scien- 
tific methods would prove the stronger 
in a peaceful competition, and she now 
hopes to crush Germany with the help 
of Russia and France. And France is 
fighting to win back Alsace-Lorraine, to 
take her revenge on Germany, which the 
French nation has been aiming at for the 
last forty-four years. 

That is how Austria-Hungary looks 
upon the war. She never wished for ter- 


227 


ritorial increase, she wished for peace 
and that her people should develop in 
safety. 

Germany equally had nothing to gain 
by a war, but Germany knows that Aus- 
tria-Hungary’s enemies are her enemies 
and that the dismemberment of the Haps- 
burg monarchy would mean the isolation 
of the German Empire. 


And so, after all efforts to keep Rus- 
sia and England from breaking the peace 
of Europe had failed, she drew her sword 
to defend her and her allies’ (ally’s) in- 
terests. 


Truth and honor are on the side of the 
two empires in this war, the unspeakable 
inventions and prevarications published 
by the French, Russian, and English press 
in the last weeks alone must prove to the 
American people who can afford to tell 
the truth and nothing but the truth in 
this war. 

The Austro-Hungarian and German 
people have a clear conscience and need 
fear no misrepresentation of their action. 


A DISCORDANT NOTE. 


By Count Michael Karolyi, Leader of 
Hungarian Independent Party, 
New York, July 27. 

If Austria had pursued a policy of di- 
rectly helping the Balkan countries, if - 
Austria had in the past made it a point 
to be actively their friend, this war would 
not confront us. Since it has come, of 
course all Hungarians will support the 
empire and internal differences will be 


' dismissed while the empire is imperiled. 


As for the loyalty of the many Serbs 
within Austria-Hungary it is hard to 
say. There again we must hope that 
they will take the Austrian side. But 
the Austrian policy toward the Balkan 
countries has been wrong, all wrong. 


A German Review of the Evidence 


Certified by Dr. Bernhard Dernburg, German Ex-Coilonial Secretary. 


The following is presented as a complete 
defense of the German position in the present 
war and is based upon examination of the 
German and English “ White Papers.” It 
was prepared in Germany and forwarded to 
Dr. Bernhard Dernburg, who had it trans- 
lated for THe New York Times of Nov. 1, 
1914. 

Dr. Dernburg gives this statement his full 
approval and accepts complete responsibility 
for it. 

Two of the five great European pow- 
ers that are at present engaged in war, 
Austria-Hungary and Russia, whose dif- 
ferences for years have been constantly 
increasing in sharpness, and after the 
tragedy in Serajevo became impossible to 
be bridged by diplomacy, conjured up the 
frightful struggle. 

With these two, two other powers are 
so closely united by allianees that their 
participation in the war also was un- 
avoidable; they are Germany and France. 

There are two other great European 
powers whose relations to the two afore- 
said groups before the war were very 
much alike in the essential points. Just 
as Italy was politically tied by alliance 
to the central powers, so England was 
with the Franco-Russian Alliance. Hence 
it was uncertain how these countries, 
each geographically removed from the 
main body of the Continent, would act 
in a war, and it seemed quite possible 
that both would decide to remain neutral. 

As a matter of fact, the Italian Gov- 
ernment came to the view that such a 
stand would be for the best interests of 
its country. 


This decision might have made it con- 
siderably more easy for England to also 
maintain her neutrality, which, from po- 
litical, economical, and ethical reasons, 
would have been advantageous and nat- 
ural for the Island Empire. To the sur- 
prise and indignation of all those Ger- 
mans who for years had been working 
toward an adjustment of the conflicting 


interests of both countries—among these 
ought to be mentioned, above all, the 
Kaiser and the Imperial Chancellor—the 
Liberal British Ministry immediately de- 
clared war on Germany, and did not con- 
fine itself to a naval war, but, in keep- 
ing with agreements reached years ago 
between the English and the French Gen- 
eral Staffs, as is now admitted, equipped 
an expeditionary army, thus considerably 
strengthening the French forces. 

The questicn arises, “ What reasons 
led British politics to this monstrous 
step?” 

Much has been written during the last 
weeks from the German side, criticising 
most sharply and with great justifica- 
tion the motive of the London Cabinet. 
In the following discussion we will con- 
fine ourselves to an impartial review of 
the documents published by the English 
Government itself in its own defense. 

The essential part of this justification 
is contained in the “ Correspondence 
Concerning the European Crisis,” placed 
before the British Parliament shortly af- 
ter the start of the war, which is known 
as the British “ White Paper.” In am- 
plification are to be considered the 
“White Book” placed by the German 
Government before the Reichstag and 
the “ Orange Book ” published by Russia. 


I. 
THE RUSSIAN MOBILIZATION. 


Tn a public speech, delivered Sept. 19, 
the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Lloyd 
George, according to the report of The 
Westminster Gazette, which may be con- 
sidered as his organ, characterized the 
quarrel between Germany and Russia in 
the picturesque manner which this states- 
man prefers, as follows: 


GERMANY—I insist that you stand 
aside with crossed arms while Austria 
strangles your little brother, (Servia.) 

RUSSIA—Just you touch this little fel- 
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low and I will tear your ramshackle em- 
pire limb from limb. 

We will not waste words in consider- 
ing the flippant form here used in a dis- 
cussion of an unspeakably bloody and 
world-historic conflict. But this expres- 
sion in very pregnant form makes Russia 
appear in the light in which the London 
powers-that-be desire to show the empire 
of the Czar to the British people, viz., 
in the réle of the noble-hearted protector 
of persecuted innocence, while Germany, 
supporting and egging on Austria-Hun- 
gary, is shown as morally responsible 
for the war. 


Cites English Documents. 

This, also, is the chain of thought in 
the speech of the British Prime Minister 
in the House of Commons on Aug. 4. 
Translations of this speech have been 
spread by the British Government in 
neutral countries in hundreds of thou- 
sands of copies under the title: “ The 
Power Responsible for War Is Germany.” 

Now, we claim that the British “‘ White 
Paper ” itself furnishes irrefutable proof 
that not Germany, which up to the last 
moment offered the hand of mediation, 
but Russia is responsible for the war, 
and that the Foreign Office at London 
was fully cognizant of this fact. 

Furthermore, the “White Paper” 
shows that England’s claim that she 
entered this war solely as a protector of 
the small nations is a fable. 

The documents reproduced in the 
“White Paper” do not begin until July 
20, and only a few introductory dis- 
patches before the 24th are given. The 
first of the very important reports of 
the British Ambassador at St. Peters- 
burg, Sir George Buchanan, to the Secre- 
tary of State, Grey, is dated on that day; 
on the same day the note addressed by 
Austria-Hungary to the Servian Govern- 
ment had been brought to the knowledge 
of the European Cabinets, and the Brit- 
ish Ambassador conferred with the Rus- 
sian Minister of Foreign Affairs, M. 
Sazonof, over this matter. The French 
Minister also took part in this conference. 
When the latter and M. Sazonof, in the 
most insistent way, tried to prove to 
Buchanan that England, together with 
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Russia and France, must assume a 
threatening attitude toward Austria- 
Hungary and Germany, the British Am- 
bassador replied: 


I said that I would telegraph a full 
report to you of what their Excellencies 
had just said to me. I could not, of 
course, speak in the name of his Majesty’s 
Government, but personally I saw no rea- 
s0n to expect any declaration of solidarity 
from his Majesty’s Government that 
would entail dan unconditional engagement 
on their part to support Russia and 
France by force of arms. Direct British 
interests in Servia were nil, and a war on 
behalf of that country would never be 
sanctioned. by British public opinion.— 
(British ‘‘ White Paper’’ No. 6.) 


The British Ambassador thereupon 
asked the question whether Russia was 
thinking of eventually declaring war on 
Austria. The following was the answer: 


M. Sazonof said that he himself thought 
that Russian mobilization would at any 
rate have to be carried out; but a council 
of Ministers was being held this afternoon 
to consider the whole question. * * #* 


The dispatch continues: 


French Ambassador and M. Sazonof 
both continue to press me for a declara- .- 
tion of complete solidarity of his Majes- 
ty’s Government with French and Russian 
Governments, * * * (British ‘‘ White 
Paper ’’ No. 6.) 


This shows plainly that the Russian 
mobilization must have been planned 


“even before July 24, for otherwise M. 


Sazoncef could not have spoken of the 
necessity of carrying it through. 

It is furthermore very remarkable that 
the Russian Minister on this early day 
spoke of the mobilization in general and 
not of the partial mobilization against 
Austria-Hungary. 

Finally we find that the British Gov- 
ernment was fully informed at the very 
latest on July 24—it may have had be- 
fore it previous documents, but they are 
not contained in the “ White Paper ”’— 
concerning Russian mobilization and 
thereby the development of Russian and 
French politics that had to be antici- 
pated. 

Russian Aggression. 


Had there been any doubts concerning 
these matters on the part of the British 
Government, the continual urging of Rus- 
sian and French diplomatists must have 
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made things plain. Russia’s aggressive 
policy, and not the Austrian declaration 
of war on Servia, which did not 
come until five days later, led to 
the European war. Servia meant so 
little to England, although England 
traditionally poses as a protector of 
small nations, that the British Ambas- 
sador in St. Petersburg was able to de- 
scribe England’s interest in the kingdom 
on the Save as “nil.” Only later, after 
the beginning of the war, England 
warmed up to Servia, and in the afore- 
mentioned speech Mr. Lloyd George 
found the most hearty tones in speaking 
of the heroic fight of this “ little nation,” 
although he was obliged to admit simul- 
taneously that its history is not un- 
tainted. 


On the day following that conversation, 
on July 25, the British Ambassador had 
another talk with M. Sasonof, during the 
course of which he felt obliged to ex- 
press to the Russian Government a se- 
rious warning concerning its mobiliza- 
tion. 


On my expressing the earnest hope that 
Russia would not precipitate war by mobil- 
izing until you had had time to use your 
influence in favor of peace his Excellency 
assured me that Russia had no aggressive 
intentions and she would take no action 
until it was forced on her. Austria’s ac- 
tion was in reality directed against Rus- 
sia. She aimed at overthrowing the pres- 
ent status quo in the Balkans and estah- 
lishing her own hegemony there. He did 
not believe that Germany really wanted 
war, but her attitude was decided by ours. 
Tf we took our stand firmiy with France 
and Russia there would be no war. If we 
failed them now rivers of blood would 
flow and we would in the end be dragged 
into war. * * * 


I said all I could to impress prudence 
on the Minister for Foreign Affairs and 
warned him that if Russia mobilized Ger- 
many would not be content with mere 
mobilization or give Russia time to carry 
out hers, but would probably declare war 
at once! His Excellency replied that Rus- 
sia could not allow Austria to crush 
Servia and become the predominant 
power in the Balkans, and, if she feels 
secure of the support of France, she will 
face all the risks of war. He assured me 
once more that he did not wish to precipi- 
tate a conflict, but that unless Germany 
could restrain Austria I could regard the 
situation as desperate.—(British ‘‘ White 
Paper ’’ No. 17.) 


A more convincing contradiction of the 
claim that Germany fell upon unex- 
pectant Russia can hardly be imagined. 
Sazonof’s conversation with the British 
Ambassador shews that Russia had de- 
cided from the beginning to bring about 
the war, unless Austria would subject 
itself to Russia’s dictation. 

Now, Russia was not alone concerned 
about Servia, but from its viewpoint 
Austria-Hungary must not maintain the 
preponderant position in the Balkans. 

Sure of French help, Russia was de- 
termined to work against this. The re- 
ports of the British representative do not 
suggest with a word that Germany was 
responsible for the war; on the contrary, 
Sir Buchanan again, on his own account, 
warned the Russian Government to keep 
aloof from military measures, in his 
conversation with M. Sazonof on July 27, 
although the “ White Paper” does not 
show that he had received any instruc- 
tions by Sir Edward Grey. 


His Excellency must not, if our efforts 
were to be _ successful, do anything to 
precipitate a conflict. In these circeum- 
stances I trusted that the Russian Gov- 
ernment would defer the mobilization 
ukase for as long as possible, and that 
troops would not be allowed to cross the 
frontier even when it was issued.— 
(British ‘‘ White Paper,’’ No. 44.) 

Just as its own Ambassador in Peters- 
burg pointed out to the British Govern- 
ment the dangers of Russian mobiliza- 
tion, England did not lack German warn- 
ings. On July 28 the British Ambas- 
sador in Berlin, Sir E. Goschen, reported 
as follows by wire concerning a conver- 
sation with the Imperial Chancellor: 

* * * but if the news were true which 
he had just read in the papers, that Rus- 
sia had mobilized fourteen army corps in 
the South, he thought the situation was 
very serious, and he himself would be in 
a very difficult position, as in these cir- 
cumstances it would be out of his power 
to continue to preach moderation at 
Vienna. He added that Austria, who as 
yet was only partially mobilizing, would 
have to take similar measures, and if war 
were to result Russia would be entirely 
responsible, — (British ‘‘ White Paper ’’ 
No. 71.) J . 

In a telegram of Mr. Goschen’s of July 
30, reporting a conversation with the 
Secretary of State, von Jagow, it is 
stated: 
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He begged me to impress on you dif- 
ficulty of Germany’s position in view of 
Russian mobilization and military meas- 
ures which he hears are being taken in 
France.—(British ‘‘ White Paper’’ No. 
98.) 


The British Government has added a 
few further publications to its “White 
Paper.” Among these is a report of the 
hitherto British Ambassador in Vienna, 
Sir Maurice de Bunsen. The document is 
dated Sept. 1; that is, a full month after 
the outbreak of the war. The tendency 
of this publication is not only to unbur- 
den Russia and England from all blame 
and to put it upon German and Austro- 
Hungarian politics, but it attempts to 
make Germany responsible for the war 
to greater extent than Austria-Hungary 
in trying to sow dissension between the 
two allies. 


Ambassador de Bunsen represents 
matters as if Germany, through its ulti- 
matum to Russia on July 31, had roughly 
interrupted negotiations promising suc- 
cess then going on between Vienna and 
Petersburg. In this report it is stated: 


(Retranslated.) M. Schebeko [the Rus- 
sian Ambassador at Vienna] on July 28th 
attempted to induce the Austrian Govern- 
ment to authorize Count Scapary to con- 
tinue negotiations which he had been car- 
rying on with M. Sazonof and which 
appeared very promising. Count Berch- 
told on this day declined, but two days 
later, July 30th, although Russia then had 
already started partial mobilization 
against Austria, he received M. Schebeko 
again in the most courteous manner and 
gave his consent to continuation of the 
pour parleurs. * * * On Aug. Ist M. 
Schebeko informed me that Austria was 
ready to submit to mediation those parts 
of its note to Servia which appeared to be 
irreconcilable to the independence of Ser- 
via. * * * Unfortunately these pour 
parleurs in St. Petersburg and Vienna 
were suddenly broken off by the quarrel 
being removed to the more dangerous ter- 
ritory of a direct conflict between Ger- 
many and Russia. Germany on July 31 
stepped between the two with its double 
ultimatum addressed to St. Petersburg 
and Paris. * * * A delay of a few days 
in all probability would have spared 
Europe one of the greatest wars in his- 


tory. 

On the other hand, be it remembered 
that the fact that any negotiations be- 
tween Austria and Russia were carried 
on up to the last hour was solely the 


result of the uninterrupted German 
efforts to maintain peace, which fact Sir 
Maurice de Bunsen very wisely buries in 
‘silence. These negotiations, by the way, 
hardly were as promising of success as is 
made to appear. The Austrian version 
of it is found in the Vienna Fremdenblatt 
of Sept. 25, 1914. There the most im- 
portant spots of Bunsen’s report, that 
Austria-Hungary had been ready to 
moderate several points of its note to 
Servia, are mentioned, as follows: 


As we are told by a _ well-informed 
source, these assertions do not at all cor- 
respond to the facts; furthermore, from 
the very nature of the steps undertaken 
by the dual monarchy in Belgrade, this 
would have been entirely inconceivable. 


A glance at the date shows that the 
Bunsen report is misleading, for he him- 
self tells that Count Berchtold, on July 30, 
had expressed his consent to a continua- 
tion of the exchange of thought in Pe- 
tersburg; the latter, therefore, could not 
begin befere the 31st, while in the night 
from July 380 to 31 the mobilization of 
the entire Russian Army against Ger- 
many was ordered in Petersburg, fi- 
nally making impossible the continuation 
of the last German attempt at mediation 
in Vienna. 

The truth is, in spite of Russian and 
English twistings, that without the in- 
terval caused by Germany’s efforts in 
Vienna, which interval England allowed 
to pass unused in Petersburg, the war 
would have broken out a few days 
sooner. 

Let us consider how the fact of the 
Russian mobilization, the dimensions and 
tendency of which was brought to the 
knowledge of the London Cabinet at the 
very latest on July 24, must affect Ger- 
many. 

On July 24 the Russian Government 
declared, in an official communiqué, it 
would be impossible for it to remain in- 
different in an Austro-Servian conflict. 


Germany’s Hand Forced. 


This declaration was followed imme- 
diately by military measures which rep- 
resented the beginning of Russian mob- 
ilization long planned. But even on July 
27 the Russian Minister of War, Suchom- 
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linof, assured the German Military At- 
taché upon word of honor (Annex 11 of 
the German “White Paper”) that no 
order for mobilization had been given 
and no reservists had been drawn and no 
horse had been commandeered. 


Although in this conversation there 
had been left no doubt to the Russian 
Minister of War concerning the fact that 
measures of mobilization against Austria 
must be considered by Germany also as 
very threatening toward itself, during 
the next days news of the Russian mobil- 
ization arrived in quick succession. 


On the 29th mobilization of Southern 
and Southwestern Russia was ordered, 
which was extended on the 30th to 
twenty-three provinces. 

On the night of the 30th to the 31st, 
while the efforts of the Kaiser to main- 
tain peace were continuing and were 
receiving friendly attention in Vienna, in 
St. Petersburg the mobilization of the 
entire Russian Army was ordered. Even 
as late as 2 P. M. on the 31st, however, 
(German “White Paper,” Page 18, of 
New York TIMES reprint,) the Czar 
telegraphed the Kaiser that the military 
measures now being taken were meant 
for defensive purposes against Austria’s 
preparations, and he gave his pledge as 
far away from desiring war. 

In the face of such evident duplicity of 
Russian politics, a further delay such as 
was desired by Sir Maurice de Bunsen 
would have been for every German 
statesman a crime against the security 
of his own country. 

On the other hand, upon what German 
measures did the Russian Government 
base its order for mobilization? The 
British “ White Paper” proves how 
frivolously steps leading to the most 
serious results were ordered in St. Pe- 
tersburg. .On July 30 Sir George Bu- 
chanan telegraphed: 

M. Sazonof told us that absolute proof 
was in possession of the Russian Govern- 
ment that Germany was making military 
and naval preparations against Russia, 
more particularly in the direction of the 


Gulf of Finland.—(British ‘* White 
Paper ’’ No. 97.) 


Proofs Lacking. 
On the other hand, Buchanan’s tele- 


gram of July 31 (British “ White Paper ” 
No. 113) states: 


Russia has also reason to believe that 


Germany is making active military 
preparations, and she cannot afford to 
let her get a start.—(British ‘‘ White 


Paper ’’ No. 113.) 

So, from one day to the next the “ ab- 
solute proof ” changed to a reason for the 
assumption. In reality, both were as- 
sertions that lack all proof. 


The finishing part of a telegram sent 
by the British Ambassador in Berlin to 
Sir Edward Grey on July 31 deserves 
special mention: 


He [the German Secretary of State] 
again assured me that both the Emperor 
William, at the request of the Emperor 
of Russia and the German Foreign Office, 
had even up till last night been urging 
Austria to show willingness to continue 
discussion—and telephonic communica-~ 
tions from Vienna had been of a promis- 
ing nature—but Russia’s mobilization had 
spoiled everything.—(British ** White 
Paper ’’ No. 121.) 


Therefore, the German Chancellor, in 
his memorandum placed before the 
Reichstag, stated with full justification: 


The Russian Government has smashed 
the laborious attempts at mediation on 
the part of the European State Chancel- 
leries, on the eve of success, by the 
mobilization, endangering the safety of 
the empire. The measures for a mobiliza- 
tion, about whose seriousness the Russian 
Government was fully acquainted from 
the beginning, in connection with their 
constant denial, show clearly that Russia 
wanted war. 

To this is to be added that the English 
Government also was made fully cogni- 
zant of the intentions of the Russian 
mobilization, by a witness that could not 
be suspected, namely, its own representa- 
tive in St. Petersburg, and therefore must 
bear full responsibility. 


II. 


GREY’S OMISSIONS AND ERRORS. 


We have seen from the “Blue Book” 
that the Secretary of State in London 
was informed at the very latest.on July 
24 by his Ambassador in St.-Petersburg 
of the plan of the Russian mobilization 
and consequently of the tremendous seri- 
ousness of the European situation. Yet 
eight to nine days had to elapse before 
the beginning of the wa Let us see 
whether Sir Edward Grey used this time 
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-to preserve peace, according to his own 
documents. 


From this testimony it appears that 


even at the beginning of the last and 
decisive part of the European crisis, 
which began on June 28, 1914, with the 
assassination of the Austrian heir to the 
throne, Sir Edward Grey refrained from 
considering a direct participation of his 
country in the possible world war. At 
least, this must be the impression gained 
from his remarks to the representatives 
of the two powers with whom England is 
today at war. Thus, he said to the 
Austro-Hungarian Ambassador, Count 
Mensdorff, on July 23: 


The possible consequences of the pres- 
ent situation were terrible. If as many as 
four great powers of Europe—let us say 
Austria, France, Russia, and Germany— 
were engaged in war, it seemed to me 
that it must involve the expenditure of so 
vast a sum of money and such an inter- 
ference with trade that a war would be 
accompanied or followed by a complete 
collapse of European credit and industry. 
—(British ‘‘ White Paper’’ No. 3.) 


Here Grey speaks only of four of the 
big powers at most that may go to war, 
without even hinting at the fifth, namely, 
England. On July 24 he had another con- 
versation with the Austrian Ambassador, 
the theme of which was the note—mean- 
while presented to Servia. It caused ap- 
prehensions on his part, but he declared 
again: 

The merits of the dispute between Aus- 


tria and Servia were not the concern of 
his Majesty’s Government. * * * 


I [Grey] ended by saying that doubtless 
we should enter into an exchange of views 
with other powers, and that I must await 
their views as to what could be done to 
mitigate the difficulties of the situation.— 
(British ‘‘ White Paper ’’ No. 5.) 

We are already striking the fateful 
peculiarity of Grey’s policy to hesitate 
where prompt action, or at least a clear 
and open conduct, would have been his 
duty. This weakness of his nature has 
been used with great art by French and 
Russian diplomacy. This is illustrated 
by the conversation of July 24 between 
‘him and the French Ambassador, Cam- 
bon, in London: 


M. Cambon said that, if there was a 
chance of mediation by the four powers 
he had no doubt that his Government 


would be glad to join in it; but he pointed 
out that we could not say anything in St. 
Petersburg till Russia had expressed 
some opinion or taken some action. But, 
when two days were over, Austria would 
march into Servia, for the Servians could 
not vossibly accept the Austrian demand. 
Russia would be compelled by her public 
opinion to take action as soon as Austria 
attacked Servia, and, therefore, once the 
Austrians had attacked Servia it would 
be too late for any mediation.—(British 
‘White Paper ’”’ No. 10.) 


Thus, England must not give any ad- 
vice to Russia before it knows Russia’s 
intent and even its measures. But inas- 
much as Austria will have proceeded 
against Servia by that time Russia must 
make war, and the conclusion is that even 
on July 24 the catastrophe is considered 
unavoidable. Grey shows himself more 
and more hypnotized by the fatalistic 
view that it is too late. Hence he reports 
also on July 24 a conversation of the 
German Ambassador, Prince Lichnowsky: 


I reminded the German Ambassador 
that some days ago he had expressed a 
personal hope that if need arose I would 
endeavor to exercise moderating influ- | 
ence at St. Petersburg, but now I said 
that, in view of the extraordinarily stiff 
character of the Austrian note, the short- 
ness of time allowed, and the wide scope 
of the demands upon Servia, I felt quite 
helpless as far as Russia was concerned, 
and I did not believe any power could 
exercise influence alone.—(British 
“White Paper’? No. 11.) 


From a conversation of Grey with the 
Prince Lichnowsky, the German Ambas- 
sador, on July 25: 

Alone we could do nothing. The French 
Government were traveling [this refers 
to the visit at St. Petersburg by Messrs. 
Poinearé and Viviani] at the moment, 
and I had had no time to consult them, 
and could not, therefore, be sure of their 
views.—(British ‘*‘ White Paper ’’ No. 25.) 
If Sir Edward Grey sincerely desired 

the maintenance of peace, he must have 
had to use his entire influence at St. 
Petersburg to bring about the stopping 
of the threatening military measures 
taken by Russia, whereas he was wait- 
ing for the opinion of the French Gov- 
ernment. He was bound to do this, so 
much the more in view of the fact that 
he demanded from Germany that it 
should exert its influence with Austria. 

That this request of Grey’s was com- 

plied with by Germany in so far as it 
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was in any way in accord with the al- 
liance with Austria-Hungary, and that 
in Vienna every effort was made to con- 
ciliate matters, is shown by the assur- 
ance of the Chancellor; he declares: 


In spite of this [the -Austro-Hungarian 
Government having remarked with full 
appreciation of our action that it had 
come too late] we continued our media- 
tory efforts to the utmost and advised 
Vienna to make any possible compromise 
consistent with the dignity of the mon- 
archy.—(German ‘‘ White Paper,’’ Page 
17, of New York Times reprint.) 

Grey well knew that Germany was 
doing all it could to mediate in Vienna. 
He expressed his recognition and his 
joy over it on July 28 (“Blue Book,” 
Page 67): 

It is very satisfactory to hear from the 
German Ambassador here that the Ger- 
man Government have taken action at 
Vienna in the sense of the conversation 


recorded in my telegram of yesterday to 
you.—(British ‘‘White Paper’’ No. 67.)* 


Neither has Grey been left in the dark 
by the German side concerning the dif- 
ficulties, which by the Russian mobili- 
zation made every attempt to mediate in 
Vienna abortive. Even on July -31 the 
British Ambassador in Berlin tele- 
graphed: 


The Chancellor informs me that his ef- 
forts to preach peace and moderation at 
Vienna have been seriously handicapped 
by the Russian mobilization against Aus- 
tria. He has done everything possible 
to obtain his object at Vienna, perhaps 
even rather more than was altogether 
palatable at the  Ballplatz.—(British 
““White Paper ’’ No. 108.) 


*Recently a book entitled ‘‘ Why We Make 
War,’’ in defense of Great Britain, appeared 
at Oxford, as the authors of which ‘‘ Mem- 
bers of the Faculty for Modern History in 
Oxford ’’ are mentioned. This work under- 
takes, on the ground of the official publica- 
tions, to whitewash Grey’s policy, and of 
course incidentally the Russian policy. All 
together this publication, parading in the 
gown of science, is contradicted by our own 
presentation of the facts; it may be men- 
tioned also that this work contains in part 
positive untruths. Thus it states on Page 
70 (retranslation) : 


No diplomatic pressure whatever was 
exerted [by Germany] on Vienna, which, 
under the protection of Berlin, was per- 
mitted to do with Servia as she liked. 


Grey’s own words contradict this assertion. 


England and Russia. 


How, on the other hand, about Grey’s 
action with Russia? From the very be- 
ginning one should have had a right to 
expect that, as Germany acted in Vienna, 
thus France, if it was active in Grey’s 
spirit, would be working in St. Peters- 
burg for peace. Of this no trace whatso- 
ever can be found. The French Govern- 
ment thus far has not published any 
series of documents concerning its activ- 
ity during the crisis, and neither in the 
Russian “ Orange Book ” nor in the Eng- 
lish “ Blue Book” is anything mentioned 
of the mediating activity on the part of 
France. 


On the contrary, the latter power, 
wherever she puts in an appearance— 
as for instance in the conversation of 
the English Ambassador in St. Peters- 
burg with his French colleague and M. 
Sazonof, as mentioned above—appears 
as fully identical with Russia. 


It is also stated on July 24: 


The French Ambassador gave me to 
understand that France would fulfill all 
the obligations entailed by her alliance 
with Russia if necessity arose, besides 
supporting Russia strongly in all diplo- 
matic negotiations. * * * It seems to 
me from the language held by French 
Ambassador that even if we decline to 
join them, France and Russia are de- 
termined to make a strong stand.—(British 
‘“White -Paper ’’ No. 6.) 


One should think that Grey, who in 
view of this could not possibly expect 
an influence for peace being brought to 
bear by France, but only a strengthen- 


‘ing of the Russian desire for aggression, 


now would have acted in the most ener- 
getic manner in St. Petersburg for the 
maintenance of peace. 


In reality, however, during the days 
that still remained, aside from a weak 
and in S8t.: Petersburg absolutely inef- 
fective advice to postpone mobilization, 
he did nothing whatsoever, and later 
placed himself in a manner constantly 
more recognizable on the side of Russia. 

The claim that the time limit given 
by the Austrian note to Servia was the 
cause of the war, that Grey’s mediation 
had only miscarried owing to the haste 
of Germany, is disproved by the British 
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documents themselves. De Bunsen on 

July 26 telegraphed to Grey from Vienna: 
Russian Ambassador just returned from 
leave, thinks that Austro-Hungarian 
Government are determined on war and 
that it is impossible for Russia to remain 
indifferent. He does not propose to press 
for more time in the sense of your tele- 
gram of the 25th inst.—(British ‘‘ White 

Paper ’’ No. 40.) 

Therefore Russia has paid little atten- 
tion to the very shy and timid efforts to 
maintain peace by the London Secretary 
of State, even where these were con- 
cerned in the attempt to change the po- 
sition taken by Austria. 

Another proof: Sazonof on July 27 sent 
a telegram to the Russian Ambassador 
in London which the latter transmitted 
to Grey, and which concerns itself with 
the much mentioned proposition of the 
latter to have the conflict investigated 
by a conference of the four great pow- 
ers not immediately concerned. 


Russian Sincerity Questioned. 


The conference plan was declined with- 
out much hesitation and openly by Ger- 
many, because it was compelled to see 
therein an attempt to place Austria be- 
fore a European court of arbitration, and 
because it knew the serious determina- 
tion of its ally in this matter. But did 
“Russia really want the conference? 
Minister Sazonof declares: 

I replied to the [British] Ambassador 
that I have begun conversations with the 
Austro-Hungarian Ambassador, under 
conditions which I hope may be favorable. 
I have not, however, received as yet any 
reply to the proposal made by me for re- 
vising the note between the two Cabinets. 
—(British ‘‘ White Paper’’ No. 53.) 

Here it is shown plainly how little the 
conference plan was after the heart of 
the Russians. Had they accepted it it 
would have had to be done immediately. 
As soon as the situation had grown very 
much more serious by the failure of the 
negotiations with Austria-Hungary there 
would have been no more time for this.* 


*In the aforementioned book of the Oxford 
historians there is stated on Page 69 (re- 
translation) : 

This mediation [namely, Grey’s media- 
tion proposition] had already been ac- 
cepted by Russia on July 25th. 

We have shown in the foregoing that the 
Russian Government did in no manner sub- 


A telegram of the English Ambassa- 
dor in St. Petersburg, dated July 27, 
(British “White Paper” No. 55,) shows 
how this conference was expected to be 
conducted in St. Petersburg: 

His Excellency [Sazonof] said he was 
perfectly ready to stand aside if the 
powers accepted the propesal for a con- 
ference, but he trusted that you would 
keep in touch with the Russian Ambas- 
sador in the event of its taking place.— 
(British ‘‘ White Paper ’’ No. 55.) 

Russian shrewdness evidently expected 
to control the conference by keeping in 
touch with Grey, who of course would 
have been the Chairman. The dis- 
patches of his own Ambassadors lying 
before him should have enabled the Sec- 
retary of State to see the perfidy of the 
Russian policy. Buchanan wrote on the 
28th from St. Petersburg: 


* * * and asked him whether he would 
be satisfied with the assurance which the 
Austrian Ambassador had, I understood, 
been instructed to give in respect to Ser- 
via’s integrity and independence. * * # 
In reply his Excellency stated that if 
Servia were attacked Russia would not - 
be satisfied with any engagement which 
Austria might take on these two points. 
* * * —_(British ‘‘ White Paper ’’ No. 72.) 


Entirely in contrast herewith is one 


scribe to the conference plan in binding 

terms. AS an additional proof, a part of 

Buchanan’s dispatch of the 25th may be 

mentioned : 

He [Sazonof] would like to see the ques- 
tion placed on international footing. * * * 
If Servia should appeal to the’ powers, 
Russia would be quite ready to stand 
aside and leave the question in the hands 
of England, France, Germany, and Italy. 

“ It would be possible in his opinion that 
Servia might propose to submit the ques- 
tion to arbitration.—(British ‘* White 
Paper ’’ No. 17.) 

Hence, not if England, but only if Servia 
would propose arbitration by the powers, 
Mr. Sazonof was willing! The most amusing 
part of this is that the Russian Minister him- 
self considers such a proposition on the part 
of Servia merely as ‘‘ possible ’’; evidently it 
would have appeared as a great condescen- 
sion on the part of the Government at Bel- 
grade if it, standing on the same basis as 
Austria-Hungary, would appear before a 
European tribunal! For us there is no ad- 
ditional proof necessary that a mediation 
conference, which for Austria was not ac- 
ceptable even when proposed by England, 
would be unthinkable if the move for such 
came from Servia. In expressing such an 
idea. Mr. Sazonof proved that it was his in- 
tention to bring war about. 
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report of the British representative in 
Vienna, dated Aug. 1, and speaking of a 
conversation with the Russian Ambassa- 
dor there: 

Russia would, according to the Russian 
Ambassador, be satisfied even now with 
assurance respecting Servian integrity 
and independence. He said that Russia 
had no intention to attack Austria.— 
(British ‘‘ White Paper ’’ No. 141.) 
What, then, may one ask, was the 

opinion which Sir Edward Grey had 
formed concerning Russia’s real inten~- 
tions? He learns from Russian sources 
and notes faithfully that Russia will ac- 
cept Austrian guarantees for independ- 
ence of Servia, and also that it will not 
accept such guarantees. It is the same 
duplicity which Russia, when its own 
mobilization was concerned, showed .to- 
ward Germany. Did Sir Edward not 
notice this duplicity, or did he not wish 
to notice it? If the documents of the 
English Government have not been se- 
lected with the purpose to confuse, then 
in London the decision to take part in 
the war does not seem to have been a 
certainty at the beginning. We have 
seen that Ambassador Buchanan in St. 
Petersburg on July 24 gave the Russian 
Minister to understand that England 
was not of a mind to go to war on ac- 
count of Servia. This position, taken by 
the Ambassador, was approved by Sir 
Edward Grey on the following day in the 
following words: 


I entirely approve what you said * * ® 
and I cannot promise more on behalf of 
the Government, — (British ** White 
Paper ’’ No. 24.) 


Based upon these instructions, Sir 
George Buchanan, even on July 27, stated 
to M. Sazonof, who continued to urge 
England to unconditionally join Russia 
and France: 


I added that you [Grey] could not prom- 
ise to do anything more, and that his 
Excellency was mistaken if he believed 
that the cause of peace could be promoted 
by our telling the German Government 
that they would have to déal with us as 
well as with Russia and France if she 
supported Austria by force of arms. Their 
[the German] attitude would merely be 
stiffened by such a menace.—(British 
“White Paper’? No. 44.) 


But on this same 27th day of July, 
Grey, submitting to the intrigues of Rus- 


sian and French diplomacy, had com- 
mitted one very fateful step (Telegram 
to Buchanan, July 27): 


I have been told by the Russian Ambas- 
sador that in German and Austrian circles 
impression prevails that in any event we 
would stand aside. His Excellency de- 
plored the effect that such an impression 
must produce. This impression ought, as 
I have pointed out, to be dispelled by the 
orders we have given to the first fleet 
which is concentrated, as it happens, at 
Portland not to disperse for manoeuvre 
leave. But I explained to the Russian 
Ambassador that my reference to it must 
not be taken to mean that anything more 
than diplomatic action was promised.— 
(British ‘‘ White Paper ’’ No. 47.) 


For Russia this order to the fleet meant 
very much more than a diplomatic action. 
Sazonof saw that the wind in London 
was turning in his favor and he made 
use of it. Among themselves the Rus- 
sian diplomatists seem to have for a 
long time been clear and open in their 
discussion of their real object. You find 
among the documents of the Russian 
“Orange Book” the following telegram 
of Sazonof of July 25 to the Russian Am- 
bassador in London: 


In case of a new aggravation of the 
situation, possibly provoking on the part 
of the great powers’ united action, [des 
actions conformes,] we count that Eng- 
land will not delay placing herself clear- 
ly on the side of Russia and France, with 
the view to maintaining the equilibrium 
of Europe, in favor of which she has con- 
stantly intervened in the past, and which 
would without doubt be compromised in 
the case of the triumph of Austria.—(Rus- 
sian ‘‘ Orange Paper ’’ No. 17.) 

There is no mention of Servia here, 
but Austria should not triumph. Rus- 
sia’s real intention, of course, was not 
placed so nakedly before the British 
Secretary of State, hence to him the 
appearance was maintained that the lit- 
tle State of the Sawe was the only con- 
sideration, although the Russian Army 
was already being mobilized with all 
energy. = 


On the 28th he wires to the Russian 
Ambassador, Count Benckendorff, to 
London to inform the British Govern- 
ment: 

It seems to me that Enginad is in a bet- 

ter position than any other power to make 


another attempt at Berlin to induce the 
German Government to take the neces- 


ot 
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sary action. There is no doubt that the 

key of the sjtuation is to be found at Ber- 

lin.—(British “ White Paper’’ No. 54.) 

The opinion subtly suggested upon him 
by Paris and Petersburg diplomacy, 
namely, that he should not use any 
pressure upon Russia, but upon Ger- 
many, now takes hold of Grey more and 
more. On July 29 he writes to the Ger- 
man Ambassador as follows: 


In fact, mediation was ready to come 
into operation by any method that Ger- 
many thought possible if only Germany 
would ‘‘ press the button in the interests 
of peace.’’ — (British ‘‘ White Paper ’”’ 
No. 84.) 

Petersburg, now assured of the sup- 
port of Grey, becomes more and more 
outspoken for war. On the 28th Grey 
again expressed one of his softhearted 
propositions for peace. Mr. Sazonof 
hardly made the effort to hide his con- 
tempt. Buchanan telegraphs on the 29th 
as follows: 


The Minister for Foreign Affairs said 
that proposal referred to in your telegram 
of the 28th inst. was one of secondary 
importance. Under altered circumstances 
of situation he did not attach weight to 
it. * * * Minister for Foreign Affairs 
had given me to understand that Russia 
would not precipitate war by. crossing 
frontier immediately, and a week or more 
would in any case elapse before mobiliza- 
tion was completed. In order to find an 
issue out of a dangerous situation it was 
necessary that we should in the meanwhile 
all work together.—(British ‘*‘ White 
Paper ’’ No. 78.) 


Naivete or Cynicism? 


Here it really becomes impossible to 
judge where the naiveté of the British 
Secretary of State ends and cynicism be- 
gins, for Sazonof could not have told to 
him more plainly than in these lines that 
all Russia’s ostensible readiness for peace 
served no other purpose than to win time 
to complete the strategical location of 
the Russian troops. 

This point is emphasized by one docu- 
ment coming from a writer presumably 
unbiased, but presumably distrustful of 
Germany, wherein the confirmation is 


‘found that England and Russia had come 


to a full agreement curing these days. 
On July 30 the Belgian Chargé d’Af- 

faires de l’Escaille in Petersburg re- 

ported to the Belgian Government upon 


the European crisis. Owing to the fast 
developing events of a warlike nature, 
this letter did not reach its address by 
mail, and it was published later on. The 
Belgian diplomatist writes: 
It is undeniable that Germany tried hard 
here [that is, in Petersburg] and in 


Vienna to find any means whatsoever in 
order to forestall a general conflict. * * * 


And after M. de l’Escaille has told 
that Russia—what the Czar and his War 
Minister with their highest assurances 
toward Germany had denied—was mobi- 
lizing its own army, he continues: 

Today at Petersburg one is absolutely 
convinced, yes, they have even received 
assurances in that direction, that England 
and France will stay by them. This as- 
sistance is of decisive importance and has 
contributed much to the victory of the 
[Russian] war party. 

This settles Grey’s pretended “at- 
tempts at mediation.” The truth is that 
British politics decided to prevent a dip- 
lomatic success of Germany and Austria, 
now worked openly toward the Russian 
aim. “The exertion of pressure upon 
Berlin ” included already a certain threat, 
mingled with good advice. 


On July 23 Grey had only spoken of 
four possible powers in war; hence when 
on the German side some hope of Eng- 
land maintaining neutrality was indulged 
in, this impression rested upon Grey’s 
own explanations. On July 29, how- 
ever, after a political conversation with 
Prince Lichnowsky, German Ambassador 
in London, he adds an important personal 
bit of information. He wires concerning 
it to Berlin, to Goschen: 


After speaking to the German Ambas- 
sador this afternoon about the Euopean 
situation, I said that I wished to say to 
him, in a quite private and friendly way, 
something that was on my mind. The 
situation was very grave. * * * But if 
we failed in our efforts to keep the peace, 
and if the issue spread so that it in- 
volved every European interest,-I did 
not wish to be open to any reproach from 
him, that the friendly tone of all our 
conversations had misled him or his Gov- 
ernment into supposing that we should 
not take action, * * * But we knew 
very well that if the issue did become 
such that we thought that British inter- 
ests required us to intervene, we must 
intervene at once and the decision would 
have to be very rapid.—(British ‘‘ White 
Paper ’”’ No. 89.) 


* 
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But what is especially wrong is that 
Grey brought this warning, which only 
could have any effect if it remained an 
absolute, confidential secret between the 
English and German Governments, also 
to the French Ambassador, so that the 
entire Entente could mischievously look 
on and see whether Germany really 
would give in to British pressure. Of 
course, in his manner of swaying to and 
fro, he did not wish either that Cambon 
should not accept this information to 
the German Ambassador as a decided 
taking of a position on the part of Eng- 
land: 

I thought it necessary [speaking to M. 
Cambon] to say that because as he knew 
we were taking all precautions with re- 
gard to our fleet and I was about to warn 
Prince Lichnowsky not to count on our 
standing aside, but it would not be fair 
that I should let M. Cambon be misled 
into supposing that we had decided what 
to do in a contingency that I still hoped 
might not arise. * * *—(British ‘‘ White 
Paper ’’ No. 87.) 


Stirring Up Trouble. 


On the German side Grey’s open 
threat, which was presented, however, 
with smooth and friendly sounding 
words, was received with quiet polite- 
ness. Goschen telegraphed on the 30th 
concerning a talk with State Secretary 
von Jagow: 


His Excellency added that telegram re- 
ceived from Prince Lichnowsky last night 
contains matter which he had heard with 
regret, but not exactly with surprise, 
and, at all events, he thoroughly appre- 
ciated the frankness and loyalty with 
which you had spoken.—(British ‘‘ White 
Paper ’’ No. 98.) 


Now the work of stirring up trouble 
is continued unceasingly. On July 30 
the British Ambassador in Paris, Sir F. 
Bertie, concerning a conversation with 
the President of the Republic, reports: 


He [Poincaré] is convinced that peace 
between the powers is in the hands of 
Great Britain. If his Majesty’s Govern- 
ment announced that England would come 
to the aid of France in the event of a con- 
flict between France and Germany * * # 
there would be no war, for Germany 
would at once modify her attitude.—(Brit- 
ish ‘‘ White Paper ’’ No. 99.) 


Did Grey really think for one moment 


that the German Empire would change 
its position immediately, in 6ther words, 
would suddenly leave its ally in need, or 
is all this only a mass of diplomatic 
blandishments ? 


On the same day Grey steps from the 
personal warning which he had given to 
the German Ambassador to the sharpest 
official threat. In a telegram to the 
Ambassador in Berlin upon the question 
placed before him by the Chancellor of 
the empire on the day prior, (British 
“White Paper” No. 85,) whether Eng- 
land would remain neutral if Germany 
would bind itself, after possible war, to 
claim no French territory in Europe 
whatever, while in lieu of the French col- 
onies a like guarantee could not be ac- 
cepted, Grey answers with thundering 
words: ¢ 


His Majesty's Government cannot for a 
moment entertain the Chancellor’s pro- 
posal that they should bind themselves 
to neutrality on such terms. What he 
asks us in effect is to engage to stand 
by while French colonies are taken and 
France is beaten, so long as Germany 
does not take French territory as distinct 
from the colonies. From a material point 
of view such a proposal is unacceptable, 
for France without further territory in 
Europe being taken from her could be so 
crushed as to lose her position as a great 
power and become subordinate to German 
policy. Altogether apart from that, it 
would be a disgrace for us to make this 
bargain with Germany at the expense of 
France, a disgrace from which the good 
name of this country could never recover. 
—(British ‘‘ White Paper ’’ No. 101.) 


With this telegram the war on Ger- 
many was practically declared, for as 
a price of British neutrality an open 
humiliation of Germany was demanded. 
If France—the question of French col- 
onies is of very minor importance in 
this connection—must not be defeated 
by Germany, then England forbade the 
German Government to make war. It 
was furthermore stated that Germany 
was absolutely compelled to accept Rus- 
sian-French dictates, and would have to 
leave Austria to its own resources. This 
would have meant Germany’s retirement 
from the position of a great power, even 
if she had backed down before such a 
challenge. 
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LET: 
THE AGREEMENT WITH FRANCE. 


Only in the light of the developments 
concerning England’s relation to France, 
given at the beginning of the war, Grey’s 
policy, swaying between indecision and 
precipitate action, becomes apparent. 


In all the explanations which the Brit- 
ish Government in the course of eight 
years had presented to the British Par- 
liament concerning the relations to other 
large powers, the assurance had been re- 
peated that no binding agreements with 
the two partners of the Franco-Russian 
alliance had been made, above all, that 
no agreement with France existed. Only 
in his speech in the House of Commons 
on Aug. 3, 1914, which meant the war 
with Germany, Grey gave to the repre- 
sentatives of the people news of certain 
agreements which made it a duty for 


Great Britain to work together with 


France in any European crisis. 


The fateful document, which in the 
form of an apparently private letter to 
the French Ambassador, dealt with one 
‘of the most important compacts of mod- 
ern history, was written toward the end 
of the year 1912, and is published in the 
British “White Paper” No. 105, Annex 1: 


London Foreign Office, Nov. 22, 1912. 
My Dear Ambassador: 

From time to time in recent years the 
French and British naval and military ex- 
perts have consulted together. It has al- 
ways been understood that such consulta- 
tion does not restrict the freedom of either 
Government to decide at any future time 
whether or not to assist the other by 
armed foree. We have agreed that con- 
sultation between experts is not, and 
ought not to be, regarded as an engage- 
ment that commits either Government to 
action in a contingency that has not 
arisen and may never arise. The disposi- 
tion, for instance, of the French and Brit- 
ish fleets respectively at the present mo- 
ment is not based upon an engagement to 
co-operate in war. 

You have, however, pointed out that, if 
either Government had grave reason to 
expect an unprovoked attack by a third 
power, it might become essential to know 
whether it could in that event depend 
upon the armed assistance of the other. 


I agree that, if either Government had 
grave reason to expect an unprovoked at- 
tack by a third power, or something that 
threatened the general peace, it should 


immediately discuss with the other 
whether both Governments should act 
together to prevent aggression and to 
preserve peace, and, if so, what measures 
they would be prepared to take in com- 
mon. If these measures involved action, 
the plans of the General Staffs would at 
once be taken into consideration, and the 
Governments would then decide what ef- 
fect should be given to them. 
Yours, &c., E. GREY. 


Was Parliament Deceived? 


A few members of the English Par- 
liament who on Aug. 3 dared to gingerly 
protest against the war may have had 
reason to complain about the hiding of 
facts from the House of Commons. When 
such understandings can be made with- 
out any one having an idea of their ex- 
istence, then—so far as England is con- 
cerned—the supervision of the Govern- 
ment, theoretically being exercised by a 
Parliament, becomes a fiction. 


Veiled Defensive Alliance. 

As a matter of fact, Grey does not 
desire to have accepted as political obli- 
gations the conversations of the French 
and English Army and Navy General 
Staffs concerning the future plans of 
campaign which took place from time 
to time in times of peace. However, the 
true tendency of this agreement, for 
such it is, gives itself away in the prom- 
ise to immediately enter with France 
into a political and military exchange of 
opinions in every critical situation; ~it 
means in realty nothing less than a veiled 
defensive alliance which by clever dip- 
lomatic manipulations can be changed 
without any difficulty to an offensive 
one, for inasmuch as the English Gov- 
ernment promises to consult and work to- 
gether with France, and consequently 
also with its ally, Russia, in every crisis, 
before a serious investigation of the mo- 
ments of danger, it waives all right of 
taking an independent position. 

How would England ever have been 
able to enter a war against France 
without throwing upon itself the accusa- 
tion of faithlessness against one with 
whose plans for war it had become ac- 
quainted through negotiations lasting 
through years? 

Here a deviation may be permissible, 
which leaves for a moment the basis of 
documentary proof. 
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If one considers how this agreement of 
such immeasurable consequences was not 
only hidden from the British Parliament 
by the Cabinet, but how to the very edge 
of conscious deceit its existence was de- 
nied—in the year 1913 Premier Asquith 
answered a query of a member of the 
House of Commons that there were no 
unpublished agreements in existence 
which in a case of war between Euro- 
pean powers would interfere with or 
limit free decision on the part of the 
British Government or Parliament as to 
whether or not Britain should take part 
at a war—then eertain reports making 
their appearance with great persistency 
in June, 1914, concerning an Anglo-Rus- 
sian naval agreement are seen in a dif- 
ferent light. 


Persons who were acquainted with the 

happenings in diplomacy then stated that 
the Russian Ambassador in Paris, M. 
Iswolski, during the visit which the King 
of England and Sir Edward Grey were 
paying to Paris, had succeeded in win- 
ning the English statesmen for the plan 
of such an agreement. A formal alliance, 
it was said, was not being demanded by 
Russia immediately, for good reasons. 
M. Iswolski was attempting to go nearer 
to his goal, carefully, step by step. 
' It had been preliminarily agreed that 
negotiations should be started between 
the British Admiralty and the Russian 
Naval Attaché in Londen, Capt. Wolkow. 
As a matter of fact Wolkow during June 
went to St. Petersburg for a few days to, 
as was assumed, obtain instructions and 
then return to London. 


Grey’s “ Twisty ” Answer. 

These happenings aroused so much 
attention in England that questions were 
raised in Parliament concerning them. It 
was noted how twisty Grey’s answer was. 
He referred to the answer of the 
Premier, already mentioned, stated that 
the situation is unchanged, and said then 
that no negotiations were under way 
concerning a naval agreement with any 
foreign nation. ‘“ As far as he was able 
to judge the matter,” no such negotia- 
tions would be entered into later on. 

The big Liberal newspaper, The Man- 
chester Guardian, was not at all satisfied 


with this explanation; it assumed that 
certain conditional preliminary agree- 
ments might not be excluded. 


This Russian plan, which was later 
worked out in St. Petersburg, went into 
oblivion on account of the rapidly follow- 
ing European war. In the light of the 
following revelation of Grey’s agreement 
with France, the news of the naval agree- 
ment desired by Iswolski assumed an- 
other aspect. 

Let us return to the Anglo-French 
agreement. The following remarks by 
the French Ambassador in London, re- 
ported by Grey, prove that, on the 
ground of this agreement, France, with 
very little trouble, would be able to make 
out of a diplomatic entanglement a case 
for Allies’ interest as far as England is 
concerned. a 


A German “ Attack.” 

He [Cambon] anticipated that the 
[German] aggression would take the form 
of either a demand to cease her prepara- 
tions or a demand that she should engage 
to remain neutral if there was war be- 
tween Germany and Russia. Neither of 
these things would France admit.—(British 
‘“ White Paper ’’ No. 105.) 

Therefore, even the demand addressed 
to France not to, jointly with Russia, 
attack Germany became a German “ at- 
tack,” which obliged England to come 
to the aid!_ 

In spite of this, even on July 27 in a 
conversation with Cambon, Grey gave 
himself the appearance as if his hands 
were free. He told the Frenchman: 


If Germany became involved and France 
became involved we had not made up our 
minds what we should do; it was a case 
that we should have to consider. * * * 
We were free from engagements and we 
should have to decide what British inter- 
ests required us to do.—(British ‘‘ White 
Paper ’’ No. 87.) 

M. Cambon remarked in reply that 
the Secretary of State had clearly pic- 
tured the situation, but on the very 
following day the French Ambassador 
took the liberty to. remind Grey of the 
letter written in 1912. (British “ White 
Paper ” No. 105.) : 

Grey did not deny the claim implied 
in this reminder, but even as late as 
July 31 he reports as follows concern- 
ing the conversation with Cambon: 


T. VON BETHMANN HOLLWEC. 
German Imperial Chancellor. 


(Photo from Brown Brothers.) 


COUNT LEOPOLD BERCHTOLD, 


Austro-Hungarian Minister for F oreign Affairs. 
(Photo from Underwood & Underwood.) i. 
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Up to the present moment we did not 
feel and public opinion did not feel that 
any treaties or obligations of this coun- 
try were involved. * * * M. Cambon 
repeated his question whether we would 
help France if Germany made an attack 
on her. I said I could only adhere to the 
answer that, as far as things had gone 
at present, we could not take any engage- 
ment. * * * I said that the Cabinet 
would certainly be summoned as soon as 
there was some new development; that 
at the present moment the only answer 
I could give was that we could not under- 
take any definite engagement.—(British 
“White Paper ’’ No. 119.) 

Now, if we remember that even on 
the day before Grey had informed the 
German Imperial Chancellor that it 
would be a shame for England to re- 
main neutral and allow France to be 
crushed, we here find a new proof of 
the unreliability of his conduct. If he 
has been gullible, the declaration of 1912, 
the dangerous character of which is in- 
ereased by its apparently undefined 
tenor, has enmeshed him more and more. 
Also the military and naval circles, 
whose consultations with the representa- 
tives of the French Army and Navy cer- 
tainly have been continued diligently 
since the beginning of the Servian crisis, 
were forcing toward a decision. 

At all events, it became more impossi- 
ble with every hour for Germany to keep 
England out of the war by any offers 
whatsoever. This is proved by Grey’s 
conversation of Aug. 1 with the German 
Ambassador: 


He asked me whether if Germany gave 
a promise not to violate Belgian neutral- 
ity we would engage to remain neutral. I 
replied that I could not say that; our 
hands were still free, and we were con- 
sidering what our attitude should be. * * * 
The Ambassador pressed me as to whether 
I could not formulate conditions on which 
we would remain neutral. I said that I 
felt obliged to refuse definitely any 
promise. * * * (British ‘‘ White Paper ’’ 
No. 123.) 


Belgium Not the Cause. 


Hence, only if Germany would permit 
herself to be humiliated war with Eng- 
land could be avoided. The violation of 
Belgium’s neutrality was in no way the 
cause of England joining Germany’s 
enemies, for while German troops did 
not enter Belgium until the night from 
Aug. 3 to 4, Grey gave on Aug. 2 the 
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following memorandum to the French 
Ambassador after a session of the Cab- 
inet in London: 

I am authorized to give an assurance 
that if the Geman fleet comes into the 
Channel or through the North Sea to 
undertake hostile operations against 
French coasts or shipping, the British 
fleet will give all the protection in its 
power.—(British ‘‘ White. Paper’’ No. 
148.) 

As the aim of this decision, of which 
M. Cambon was informed verbally, was 
to give France an assurance that it would 
be placed in a position “to settle the 
disposition of its own Mediterranean 
fleet,” Grey would not accept the version 
of Cambon that England would take part 
in a war with Germany. This is a case 
of splitting hairs in order to put the 
blame of starting the war on Germany, 
for while England promised to protect 
the French coast and to make it possible 


for the French fleet to stay in the Medi- 


terranean; she almost immediately pro- 
ceeded to a warlike action against Ger- 


“many, especially as the English Minister 


simultaneously refused to bind himself 
to maintain even this peculiar neutrality. 


IV. 


BELGIAN NEUTRALITY. 


The highest representatives of the Ger- 
man Empire with emphatic seriousness 
declared that it was with a heavy heart 
and only following the law of self-pres- 
ervation that they decided to violate the 
neutrality of the Kingdom of Belgium, 
guaranteed by the great powers in the 
treaties of 1831 and 1839. 


The German Secretary of State on 
Aug. 4 informed the English Govern- 
ment through the embassy in London 
that Germany intended to retain no Bel- 
gian territory, and added: 

Please impress upon Sir BH. Grey that 
German Army could not be exposed to 
French attack across Belgium, which was 
planned, according to absolutely unim- 
peachable information. Germany had 
consequently to disregard Belgian neu- 
trality, it being with her a question of 
life or death to prevent French advance. 
—(British ‘‘ White Paper ’’ No. 157.) 

In answer Grey caused the English 
Ambassador in Berlin to demand his 
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passports and to tell the German Gov- 
ernment that England would take all 
steps for defense of Belgian neutrality. 

This, therefore, represents, in the view 
which very cleverly has been spread 
broadcast by British publicity, the real 
reason for the war. But in spite of the 
moral indignation that is apparent 
against Germany, the consideration for 
Belgium, up until very late, does not 
seem in any way to have been in the 
foreground. We find on July 31 Grey 
stated to Cambon: 

The preservation of the neutrality of 
Belgium might be, I would not say a de- 
cisive, but an important, factor in de- 
termining our attitude.—(British ‘‘ White 
Paper ’’ No. 119.) 

Here, therefore, there was no talk 
about England grasping the sword on 
account of Belgium. Now no one will 
claim that the assumption that the Ger- 
man troops could march through Belgium 
would be new or unheard of. For years 
this possibility had been discussed in 
military literature.* 

This expression on the part of the 
historical Faculty is very interesting. It 
shows that a plan of campaign between 
the English and French had long been 
considered, and that the Belgian entry 
into the alliance against Germany was a 
matter agreed upon. 


A Sudden Decision. 


It must also be assumed that the Bel- 
gian Government knew toward the end 
of July at the latest that the war between 
Germany and France was probable and 
the march of Germans through Belgium 
very possible. 

If England had not taken part in the 
war against Germany, it may be as- 


*The book, which appeared at Oxford, 
“Why We Are at War,’”’ mentioned previous- 
ly states on Page 27 (retranslation) : 


That such a plan [the marching through 
Luxemburg and Belgium] had been taken 
into consideration by the Germans has 
been known in England generally for 
several years; and it has also been gener- 
ally accepted that the attempt to carry 
out this plan would bring about the active 
resistance of the British armed forces: 
one assumed that these would be given 
the task of assisting the left wing of the 
French, which would have to resist Ger- 
man advance from Belgian territory. 


sumed that it would have given Belgium 
the advice to permit the marching 
through of the German Army, some- 
what in the same manner as the Grand 
Duchy of Luxemburg did, with a pro- 
test. In doing so the Belgian people 
would have been spared a great deal of 
misery and loss of blood. On Aug. 3 the 
Belgian Government replied to an offer 
of military help by France as follows: 


We are sincerely grateful to the French 
Government for offering eventual support. 
In the actual circumstances, however, we 
do not propose to appeal to the guarantee 
of the powers. Belgian Government will 
decide later on the action which they may 
think necessary to take.—(British ‘‘ White 
Paper ’’ No. 151.) 

One day later London decided to make 
Belgian neutrality the cause of the war 
against Germany before the eyes of the 
world. The Ambassador in Brussels re- 
ceived the following orders: 

You should inform Belgian Government 
that if pressure is applied to them by 
Germany to induce them to depart from 
neutrality, his Majesty’s Government ex- 
pects that they will resist by any means 
in their power and that his Majesty’s 
Government will support them in offering 
such resistance, and that his Majesty’s 
Government in this event are prepared to 
Join Russia and France.—(British ‘‘ White 
Paper ’’ No. 155.) 

Not until England thus stirred Bel- 
gium up, holding out the deceptive hope 
of effective French and English help, 
did Belgian fanaticism break loose 
against Germany. Without the inter- 
vention of England in Brussels the 
events in Belgium, one may safely as- 
sert, would have taken an entirely dif- 
ferent course, which would have been 
far more favorable to Belgium. 


But, of course, England had thus found 
a very useful reason for war against 
Germany. —Even on the 81st of July 
Grey had spoken of the violation of Bel- 
gian neutrality as not a decisive factor. 
On Aug. 1 he declined to promise Prince 
Lichnowsky England’s neutrality, even 
if Germany would not violate Belgium’s 
neutrality. On Aug. 4, however, the Bel- 
gian question was the cause that sud- 
denly drove England to maintain the 
moral fabric of the world and to draw 
the sword. 
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This suddenly became the new devel- 
opment, which was still lacking for Grey 
in order to justify this war before public 
opinion in England. 


Another English Advantage. 


And something else was secured by the 
drawing of Belgium into the war by 
the British Government, which had de- 
cided to make war on Germany for en- 
tirely different reasons: the thankful 


part of the protector of the weak and 
the oppressed. 

As an English diplomat, when Russia 
was mobilizing, openly stated, the inter- 
ests of his country in Servia were nil, 
so for Grey even Belgium, immediately 
before the break with Germany, was not 
decisive. However, when England had 
irrevocably decided to enter the war it 
stepped out before the limelight of the 
world as the champion of—the small 
nations. 


“Truth About Germany ”’ 


Attested by Thirty-four German Dignitaries.* 


Board of Editors. 


Paul Dehn, Schriftsteller, Berlin. 

Dr. Drechsler, Direktor des Amerika- 
Instituts, Berlin. 

Matthias Erzberger, Mitglied des Reichs- 
tags, Berlin. 

Prof. Dr. Francke, Berlin. 

B. Huldermann, Direktor der Hamburg- 
Amerika Linie, Hamburg. 

Dr. Ernst Jaeckh, Berlin. 

D. Naumann, Mitglied des Reichstags, 
Berlin. 


’ Honorary 


Ballin, Vorsitzender des Direktoriums der 
Hamburg-Amerika Linie, Hamburg. 

Fiirst von Bilow, Hamburg. 

Dr. R. W. Drechsler, Direktor des Amer- 
ika-Instituts, Berlin. 

D. Dryander, Ober-Hof- und Dompre- 
diger, Berlin. , 

Dr. Freiherr von der Goltz, Generalfeld- 
marschall, Berlin. 

Von Gwinner, Direktor der Deutschen 
Bank, Berlin. 

Prof. Dr. von Harnack, Berlin. 

First von Hatzfeldt, Herzog zu Trach- 
enberg. 

Dr. Heineken, Direktor des Norddeutsch- 
en Lloyds, Bremen. 

Fiirst Henckel von Donnersmarck. 

Dr. Kaempf, Praesident des Reichstags, 
Berlin. 

_ Prof. Dr. Eugen Kiihnemann, Brociod! 

Prof. Dr. Lamprecht, Leipsic. 


* “Athenwood,’’ Newport, R. I., 
Sept. 17, 1914. 

Today I have received from Germany @ 
pamphlet entitled ‘‘ Truth About Ger- 
many, Facts About the War.’’ The cor- 
rectness and completeness of its state- 
ments are vouched for by thirty-four per- 
sons, whose names are recorded therein 
as members of an Honorary Committee. 
I know personally seventeen of these thir- 
ty-four persons, and have known them 
for years, some of them intimately. With 
six of them I have labored as a colleague 
in university work. I have been intro- 


Graf von Oppersdorff, Mitglied des 
preussischen Herrenhauses, Mitglied 
des Reichstags, Berlin. 


Graf zu Reventlow, Schriftsteller, Char- 
lottenburg. 


Dr. Paul Rohrbach, Dozent an der Han- 
delschochschule, Berlin. 


Dr. Schacht, Direktor der Dresdner Bank, 
Berlin. 


Committee. 


Dr: Theodor Lewald, Direktor im Reich- 
samt des Innern, Berlin. 


Franz von Mendelssohn, Praesident der 
Handelskammer, Berlin. 


Fiirst Miinster-Derneburg, Mitglied des 
Herrenhauses. 


Graf von Oppersdorff, Mitglied des Her- 
renhauses und des Reichstags, Ber- 
lin. 

Graf von Posadowsky-Wehner. 


Dr. Walther Rathenau, Berlin. 

Viktor Herzog von Ratibor. 

Dr. Schmidt, Ministerialdirektor, Berlin. 

Prof. Dr. von Schmoller, Berlin. 

Graf von Schwerin-Léwitz, Praesident 
des Hauses der Abgeordneten. 

Wilhelm von Siemens, Berlin. 

Friedrich Fiirst zu Solms-Baruth. 

Max Warburg, Hamburg. 

Siegfried Wagner, Baireuth. 


duced into their homes, have broken 
bread at their tables and have conversed 
with them long and often upon the prob- 
lems of life and culture. They are among 
the greatest thinkers, moralists and phi- 
lanthropists of the age. They are the salt 
of the earth! The great theologian Har- 
nack, the sound and accomplished political 
scientist and economist von Schmoller, the 
distinguished philologian von Wilamowitz, 
the well-known historian Lamprecht, the 
profound statesman von Posadowsky, the 
brilliant diplomatist von Biilow, the great 
financier von Gwinner, the great promoter 
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“TRUTH ABOUT GERMANY” 


Try to realize, every one of you, what 
we are going through! Only a few 
weeks ago all of us were peacefully fol- 
lowing our several vocations. The peas- 
ant was gathering in this Summer’s 
plentiful crop, the factory hand was 
working with accustomed vigor. Not 
one human being among us dreamed of 
war. We are a nation that wishes to 
lead a quiet and industrious life. This 
need hardly be stated to you Americans. 
You, of all others, know the temper of 
the German who lives within your gates. 
Our love of peace is so strong that it 
is not regarded by us in the light of a 
virtue, we simply know it to be an in- 
born and integral portion of ourselves. 
Since the foundation of the German Em- 
pire in the year 1871, we, living in the 
centre of Europe, have given an example 
of tranquillity and peace, never once 
seeking to profit by any momentary 
difficulties of our neighbors. Our com- 
mercial extension, our financial rise in 
the world, is far removed from any love 
of adventure, it is the fruit of painstak- 
ing and plodding labor. 

We are not credited with this temper, 
because we are insufficiently known. Our 
situation and our way of thinking are 
not easily grasped. 
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Every one is aware that we have pro- 
duced great philosophers and poets, we 
have preached the gospel of humanity 
with impassioned zeal. America fully 
appreciates Goethe and Kant, looks upon 
them as cornerstones of elevated culture. 
Do you really believe that we have 
changed our natures, that our souls can 
be satisfied with military drill and servile 
obedience? We are soldiers because we 
have to be soldiers, because otherwise 
Germany and German civilization would 
be swept away from the face of the earth. 
It has cost us long and weary struggles 
to attain our independence, and we know 
full well that, in order to preserve it, we 
must not content ourselves with building 
schools and factories, we must look to our 
garrisons and forts. We and all our sol- 
diers have remained, however, the same 
lovers of music and lovers of exalted 
thought. We have retained our old 
devotion to all peaceable sciences and 
arts; as all the world knows, we work 
in the foremost rank of all those who 
strive to advance the exchange of 
commodities, who further useful tech- 
nical knowledge. But we have been 
forced to become a nation of soldiers 
in order to be free. And we are bound 
to follow our Kaiser, because he sym- 


of trade and commerce Ballin, the great 
inventor Siemens, the brilliant preacher 
of the Gospel Dryander, the indispens- 
able Director in the Ministry of Education 
Schmidt. Two of them are, in a Sense, 
our own countrywomen, the Baroness 
Speck von Sternburg and Frau Staats- 
minister von Trott zu Solz. The latter is 
the granddaughter of our own John Jay. 
I have known her, her mother and her 
grandfather. No statement was ever is- 
sued which was vouched for by more solid, 
intelligent, and conscientious people. Its 
correctness, completeness and veracity 
cannot be doubted. As I read it the emo- 
tions which it arouses make both speech 
and sight difficult. I wish it might come 
into the hands of every man, woman, and 
child in the’ United States. 
(Signed) JOHN W. BURGESS, 


BHx-Dean Faculties of Political Science, 
Philosophy, Pure Science and Tine 
Arts, Columbia University; Roosevelt 
Professor of American History and 
Institutions at Friedrich Wilhelms Uni- 
versity, Berlin, 1906; Visiting American 
Professor at Austrian Universities, 
1914-15. : 


Under the head of “An _ Anti-British 
Pamphlet,’? The London Times of Aug. 23, 
1914, noted as follows: 


The Vossischezeitung gives extracts 
from a brochure issued under the auspices 
of a committee of such prominent Ger- 
mans as Prince Biilow, Herr Ballin, Dr. 
von Gwinner, and Field Marshal von der 
Goltz, for the purpose of ‘‘ opening the 
eyes’ of the United States regarding the 
causes of the present war. Copies of this 
pamphlet are being given to all Americans 
returning home from Germany. One 
chapter, headed ‘‘ Neutrality by Grace of 
England,’’ scoffs at the idea of England 
today being the defender of neutral States 
and declares that it was England who in 
1911 was ready to land 160,000 men at 
Antwerp to help the French against the 
Germans, 


As to who will ultimately win in the 
war, the pamphlet asks whether it will 
be the striving nation, the young strength, 
or the old peoples, France and England, 
with their flagging civilization in alliance 
with Muscovite retrogression. 


\ 
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bolizes and represents the unity of our 
nation. Today, knowing no distinction 
of party, no difference of opinion, we 
rally around him, willing to shed the last 
drop of our blood. For though it takes 
a great deal to rouse us Germans, when 
once aroused our feelings run deep and 
strong. Every one is filled with this 
passion, with the soldier’s ardor. But 
when the waters of the deluge shall have 
subsided, gladly will we return to the 
plow and to the anvil. 


It deeply distresses us to see two highly 
civilized nations, England and France, 
‘joining the onslaught of autocratic Rus- 
sia. That this could happen will remain 
one of the anomalies of history. It is 
not out fault; we firmly believed in the 
desirability of the great nations work- 
ing together, we peaceably came to terms 
with France and England in sundry dif- 
ficult African questions. There was no 
cause for war between Western Europe 
and us, no reason why Western Europe 
should feel itself constrained to further 
the power of the Czar. 


The Czar, as an individual, is most 
certainly not the instigator of the un- 
speakable horrors that are now inundat- 
ing Europe. But he bears before God 
and posterity the responsibility of hav- 
ing allowed himself to be terrorized by 
an unscrupulous military clique. 


Ever since the weight of the crown 
has pressed upon him, he has been the 
tool of others. He did not desire the 
brutalities in Finland, he did not ap- 
prove of the iniquities of the Jewish 
pogroms, but his hand was too weak to 
stop the fury of the reactionary party. 
Why would he not permit Austria to 
pacify her southern frontier? It was 
inconceivable that Austria should calmly 
see her heir apparent murdered. How 
could she? All the nationalities under 
her rule realized the impossibility of 
tamely allowing Servia’s only too evident 
and successful intrigues to be carried on 
under her very eyes. The Austrians 
could not allow their venerable and sore- 
ly stricken monarch to be wounded and 
insulted any longer. This reasonable and 
honorable sentiment on the part of Aus- 


tria has caused Russia to put itself for- 
ward as the patron of Servia, as the 
enemy of European thought and civiliza- 
tion. 


Russia has an important mission to 
fulfill in its own country and in Asia. 
It would do better in its own interest to 
leave the rest of. the world in peace. 
But the die is cast, and all nations must 
decide whether they wish to further us 
by sentiments and by deeds, or the gov- 
ernment of the Czar. This is the real 
significance of this appalling struggle, 
all the rest is immaterial. Russia’s atti- 
tude alone has forced us to go to war 
with France and with their great ally. 


The German Nation is serious and con- 
scientious. Never would a German Gov- 
ernment dare to contemplate a war for 
the sake of dynastic interest, or for the 
sake of glory. This would be against 
the entire bent of our character. Firmly 
believing in the justice of our cause, all 
parties, the Conservatives and the Cler- 
icals, the Liberals and the Socialists, 
have joined hands. All disputes are for- 
gotten, one duty exists for all, the duty 
of defending our country and vanquish- 
ing the enemy. 


Will not this calm, self-reliant and 
unanimous readiness to sacrifice all, to 
die or to win, appeal to other nations and 
force them to understand our real char- 
acter and the situation in which we are 
placed? 


The war has severed us from the rest 
of the world, all our cable communica- 
tions are destroyed. But the winds will 
carry the mighty voice of justice even 
across the ocean. We trust in God, we 
have confidence in the judgment of right- 
minded men. And through the roar of 
battle, we call to you all. Do not believe 
the mischievous lies that our enemies are 
spreading about! We do not know if 
victory will be ours, the Lord alone 
knows. We have not chosen our path, 
we must continue doing our duty, even 
to the very end. We bear the misery of 
war, the death of our sons, believing in 
Germany, believing in duty. 


And we know that Germany cannot be 
wiped from the face of the earth. 
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HOW THE WAR CAME ABOUT. 


Who is responsible for the war?—-Not 
Germany! England’s policy! Her shift- 
ing of responsibility and promoting the 
struggle while alone possessing power to 
avert it. 


It is an old and common experience 
that after the outbreak of a war the 
very parties and persons that wanted 
the war, either at once or later, assert 
that the enemy wanted and began it. 
The German Empire especially always 
had to suffer from such untruthful as- 
sertions, and the very first days of the 
present terrible Huropean war confirm 
again this old experience. Again Rus- 
sian, French, and British accounts rep- 
resent the German Empire as having 
wanted the war. 


Only a few months ago influential men 
and newspapers of Great Britain as well 


as of Paris could be heard to express the 


opinion that nobody in Europe wanted 
war and that especially the German Em- 
peror and his Government had sincerely 
and effectively been working for peace. 
Especially the English Government, in 
the course of the last two years, asserted 
frequently and publicly, and’ was sup- 
ported by The Westminster Gazette and 
a number of influential English news- 
papers in the assertion, that Great Brit- 
ain and the German Empire during the 
Balkan crisis of the last few years had 
always met-on the same platform for the 
preservation of peace. The late Secre- 
tary of State, von. Kiderlen-Waechter, 
his successor, Mr. von Jagow, and the 
Imperial Chancellor, von Bethmann- 
Hollweg, likewise declared repeatedly in 
the Reichstag, how great their satisfac- 
tion was that a close and confidential 
diplomatic co-operation with Great Brit- 
ain, especially in questions concerning 
the Near East, had become a fact. And it 
has to be acknowledged today that at 
that time the German and British inter- 
ests in the Near East were identical or 
at any rate ran in parallel lines. 

The collapse of European Turkey in 
the war against the Balkan Alliance 
created an entirely new situation. At 
first Bulgaria was victorious and great, 


then it was beaten and humiliated by 
the others with the intellectual help of 
Russia. There could be no doubt about 
Russia’s intentions: she was preparing 
for the total subjection of weakened 
Turkey and for taking possession of the 
Dardanelles and Constantinople in order 
to rule from this powerful position Tur- 
key and the other Balkan States. Great 
Britain and the German Empire, which 
only had economic interests in Turkey, 
were bound to wish to strengthen Tur- 
key besides trying to prevent the Musco- 
vite rule on the whole Balkan peninsula. 


Servia had come out of the second 
Balkan war greatly strengthened and 
with her territory very much increased. 
Russia had done everything to strengthen 
this bitter enemy of our ally, Austria- 
Hungary. For a great number of years 
Servian politicians and conspirators had 
planned to undermine the southeastern 
provinces of Austria-Hungary and to 
separate them from the Dual Monarchy. 
In Servia as well as in Russia prevailed 
the opinion that, at the first attack, 
Austria-Hungary would fall to pieces. 
In this case Servia was to receive South 
Austria and Russia was to dictate the 
peace in Vienna. The Balkan war had 
ruined Turkey almost entirely, had para- 
lyzed Bulgaria, that was friendly, and 
had strengthened the Balkan States that 
were hostile to Austria. At the same 
time there began in Rumania a Russian 
and French propaganda, that promised 
this country, if it should join the dual 
alliance, the Hungarian Province of Sie- 


benbuergen. 


Thus it became evident in Germany 
and in Austria that at St. Petersburg, 
first by diplomatic and political, then 
also by military, action a comprehensive 
attack of Slavism under Russian guid- 
ance was being prepared. The party of 
the Grand Dukes in St. Petersburg, the 
party of the Rusian officers, always 
ready for war, and the Pan-Slavists, the 
brutal and unscrupulous representatives 
of the idea that the Russian Czarism 
was destined to rule Europe—all these 
declared openly that their aim was the 
destruction of Austria-Hungary. In Rus- 
sia the army, already of an immense 


248 THE NEW YORK TIMES CURRENT HISTORY OF THE WAR 


size, was increased secretly but com- 
prehensively and as quick as possible; 
in Servia the same was done, and the 
Russian Ambassador in Belgrade, Mr. 
von Hartwig, was, after the second Bal- 
kan war, the principal promoter of the 
plan to form against Austria a new Bal- 
kan alliance. In Bosnia, during all this 
time, the Servian propaganda was at 
work with high treason, and in the end 
with revolver and the bomb. 

In Vienna and in Berlin the greatness 
and the purpose of the new danger could 
not remain doubtful, especially as it was 
openly said in St. Petersburg, in Bel- 
grade, and elsewhere that the destruction 
of Austria-Hungary was imminent. As 
soon as the Balkan troubles began Aus- 
tria-Hungary had been obliged to put a 
large part of her army in readiness for 
war, because the Russians and Servians 
had mobilized on their frontiers. The 
Germans felt that what was a danger 
for their ally was also a danger for them 
and that they must do all in the power 
to maintain Austria-Hungary in the po- 
sition of a great power. They felt that 
this could only be done by keeping 
perfect faith with their ally and by great 
military strength, so that Russia might 
possibly be deterred from war and peace 
be preserved, or else that, in case war 
was forced upon them, they could wage it 
with honor and success. Now it was clear 
in Berlin that in view of the Russian 
and Servian preparations, Austria-Hun- 
gary, in case of a war, would be obliged 
to use a great part of her forces against 
Servia and therefore would have to send 
against Russia fewer troops than would 


have been possible under the conditions . 


formerly prevailing in Europe. For- 
merly even European Turkey could have 
been counted upon for assistance, that 
after her recent defeat seemed very 
doubtful. These reasons and considera- 
tions, which were solely of a defensive 
nature, led to the great German military 
bills of the last two years. Also Aus- 
tria-Hungary was obliged to increase its 
defensive strength. 


Whoever considers carefully the course 
of events that has been briefly sketched 
here will pronounce the assertion of our 
enemies, that Germany wanted the war, 


ridiculous and absurd. On the contrary, 
it can be said that Germany never be- 
fore endeavored more eagerly to pre- 
serve peace than during the last few 
years. Germany had plenty of opportu- 
nities to attack and good opportunities 
to boot, for we knew for years that the 
army of France was nu more ready than 
that of Russia. But the Germans are 
not a warlike nation and the German 
Emperor, with his Government, has al- 
ways shown how earnestly he meant his 
reiterated assertions that the preserva- 
tion of peace was his principal aim. He 
was actuated in this by general consid- 
erations of humanity, justice, and cul- 
ture, as well as by the consideration of 
the German trade and commerce. ‘This, 
especially the transoceanic commerce of 
Germany, has increased from year to 
year. War, however, means the ruin of 
commerce. Why expose Germany need- 
lessly to this terrible risk, especially as 
everything in Germany prospered and 
her wealth increased? No, the German 
Army bills were merely meant to pro- 
tect us against, and prepare us for, the 
attacks of Muscovite barbarism. But 
nobody in Germany has ever doubted 
for a moment that France would attack 
us at the first Russian signal. Since 
the first days of the Franco-Russian 
alliance things have become entirely re- 
versed. Then France wanted to win 
Russia for a war of revenge against Ger- 
many; now, on the contrary, France 
thought herself obliged to place her 
power and her existence at the disposal 
of the Russian lust of conquest. 


In the Spring of 1914 the German 
press reported from St. Petersburg de- 
tailed accounts of Russia’s comprehen- 
sive preparations for war. They were 
not denied in Russia, and Paris declared 
that Russia would be ready in two or 
three years and then pursue a_ policy 
corresponding to her power; France, too, 
would then be at the height of her power. 
If the German Government had desired 
war, on the strength of these accounts, 
which were true, it could have waged a 
preventive war at once and easily. It 
did not do so, considering that a war is 
just only when it is forced upon one by 
the enemy. Thus Spring went by with 
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a a a i me, 


- the atmosphere at high tension. From 
' St. Petersburg and Paris overbearing 
threats came in increasing numbers to 
the effect that the power of the Dual 
Alliance was now gigantic and that Ger- 
many and Austria soon would begin to 
feel it. We remained quiet and watch- 
ful, endeavoring with perseverance and 
with all our might to win over Great 
Britain to the policy of preserving peace. 
Colonial and economic questions were be- 
ing discussed by the German and English 
Governments, and the cordiality between 
the two great powers seemed only to be 
equaled by their mutual confidence. 


Then on the 28th of June occurred that 
frightful assassination by Servians of the 
successor to the Austro-Hungarian 
throne, Archduke Francis Ferdinand. 
The Greater Servia propaganda of action 
had put aside the man who was especially 
hated in Servia as the powerful exponent 
of Austro-Hungarian unity and strength 
This murder is the real cause of the pres- 
ent European war. Austria-Hungary 
was able to prove to a shuddering world, 
a few days after the murder, that it had 
been prepared and planned systematical- 
ly, yea, that the Servian Government had 
been cognizant of the plan. The immense 
extent of the Servian revolutionary 
organization in the provinces of South- 
ern Austria, the warlike spirit of the 
Servians and its instigation by Russia 
and France, imposed upon the Vienna 
Government the duty to insist upon quiet 
and peace within and without its borders. 
It addressed to the Servian Government 
a number of demands which aimed at 
nothing but the suppression of the anti- 
Austrian propaganda. Servia was on the 
point of accepting the demand, when 
there arrived a dispatch from St. Peters- 
burg, and Servia mobilized. Then Aus- 
tria, too, had to act. Thus arose the 
Austro-Servian war. But a few days 
later the Russian Army was being mobil- 
ized, and the mobilization was begun also 
in France. At the same time, as the 
German “White Book” clearly proves, 
the diplomacy of Russia and France as- 
serted its great love of peace and tried 
to prolong the negotiations in order to 
gain time, for, as is well known, the 


Russian mobilization proceeds slowly. 
Germany was waiting, and again and 
again the German Emperor tried to win 
the Czar over to the preservation of 
peace, for he considered him sincere and 
thought him his personal friend. Em- 
peror William was to be cruelly disap- 
pointed. He finally saw himself obliged 
to proclaim a state of war for Germany. 
But at that time the Russian and French 
armies were already in a state of com- 
plete mobilization. At that time The 
London Daily Graphic wrote the follow- 
ing article, which shows how an English 
paper that was only slightly friendly to 
Germany judged of the situation at that 
time: | 


The Mobilization Mystery. 


A general mobilization. has been ordered 
in Russia, and Germany has responded 
by proclaiming martial law throughout the 
empire. We are now enabled to measure 
exactly the narrow and slippery ledge 
which still stands between Europe and 
the abyss of Armageddon. Will the Rus- 
sian order be acted upon in the provinces 
adjoining the German frontier? If it is, 
then the work of the peacemakers is at 
an end, for Germany is bound to reply 
with a mobilization of her own armed 
forces, and a rush to the frontiers on all 
sides must ensue. We confess that we 
are unable to understand the action of 
Russia in view of the resumption of the 
negotiations with Austria. It-sis? not 
likely that these negotiations have been 
resumed unless both sides think that there 
is yet a chance of agreement, but if this 
is the case, why the mobilization which 
goes far beyond the limits of necessary 
precaution, and is, indeed, calculated to 
defeat the efforts of the diplomatists, 
however promising they may be? There 
may, of course, be a satisfactory explana- 
tion, but as the matter stands it is inex- 
plicable, and is all the more regrettable 
because it is calculated—we feel sure 
unjustly—to cast doubts on the loyalty 
and straightforwardness of the Russian 
Government. 


When Russia had let pass the time 
limit set by Germany, when France had 
answered that she would act according 
to her own interests, then the German 
Empire had to mobilize its army and go 
ahead. Before one German soldier had 
crossed the German frontier a large 
number of French aeroplanes came fly- 
ing into our country across the neutral 
territory of Belgium and Luxemburg 
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‘without a word of warning on the part 
of the Belgian Government. At the same 
time the German Government learned 
that the French were about to enter Bel- 
gium. Then our Government, with great 
reluctance, had to decide upon requesting 
the Belgian Government to allow our 
troops to march through its territory. 
Belgium was to be indemnified after the 
war, was to retain its sovereignty and 
integrity. Belgium protested, at the 
same time allowing, by an agreement 
with France, that the French troops 
might enter Belgium. After all this, and 
not till France and Belgium itself had 
broken the neutrality, our troops entered 
the neutral territory. Germany wanted 
nothing from Belgium, but had to pre- 
vent that Belgian soil be used as a gate 
of entrance into German territory. 


Little has as yet been said of Great 
Britain. It was Germany’s conviction 
that the sincerity of Britain’s love for 
peace could be trusted. At any rate, Sir 
Edward Grey and Mr. Asquith asserted 
again and again in the course of the last 
few years that England wished friendly 
relations with Germany and never 
would lend its support to a Franco-Rus- 
‘sian attack on Germany. Now this at- 
tack had been made; Germany was on 
the defensive against two powerful 
enemies. What would Great Britain do 
about it? That was the question. Great 
Britain asked in return for its neutrality 
that the German forces should not enter 
Belgium. In other words, it asked that 
Germany should allow the French and 
Belgian troops to form on Belgian ter- 
ritory for a march against our frontier! 
This we could not allow. It would have 
been suicidal. The German Government 
made Great Britain, in return for its 
neutrality, the following offers: we would 
not attack the northern coast of France, 
we would leave unmolested the maritime 
commerce of France and would indemnify 
Belgium after the war and safeguard its 
sovereignty and integrity. In spite of this 
Great Britain declared war on Germany 
and sides today with those Continental 
powers that have united for our destruc- 
tion, in order that Muscovite barbarism 
may rule Europe. We know that Ger- 


many did not deserve such treatment on 
the part of Great Britain, and do not 
believe that Great Britain by this action 
did a service to humanity and civilization. 

Today we are facing hard facts. Ger- 
many has to fight for her existence. She 
will fight knowing that the great powers 
beyond the ocean will do her justice as 
soon as they know the truth. 


REICHSTAG AND EMPEROR. 


England, France, and Russia, un- 
threatened by Germany, go to war for 
political reasons—Germany defends her 
independence and fights for her very 
existence, for her future as a great 
power—How a peaceful people were im- 
bued with the spirit of war. 

The last days of the month of July 
were days of anxiety and distress for 
the German people. They hoped that 
they would be permitted to preserve an 
honorable peace. A few months earlier, 
in 1918, when the centennial of the war 
for independence from French oppres- 
sion and the twenty-fifth anniversary of 
Emperor William’s ascent of the throne 
had been celebrated, they had willingly 
taken upon their shoulders the great sac- 
rifice of the so-called “ Wehrvorlage,” 
which increased the peace strength of 
the standing army enormously and cost 
1,000,000,000 marks. They considered it 
simply as an increase of their peace in- 
surance premium. Our diplomats worked 
hard for the maintenance of peace, for 
the localization of the Austro-Servian 
war. So sure were the leading men of 
the empire of the preservation of gen- 
eral peace that at the beginning of the 
week which was to bring general mobili- 
zation they said to each other joyfully: 
Next week our vacation time begins. 
But they were fearfully disappointed. 
Russia’s unexpected, treacherous mobili- 
zation compelled Germany to draw the 
sword also. On the evening of the first 
day of August the one word, Mobilization! 
was flashed by the electric spark all over 
the country. There was no more anxiety 
and uncertainty. Cool, firm resolution 
at once permeated the entire German 
folk. The Reichstag was called together 
for an extra session. 
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Three days later, on the anniversary 
of the battles of Weissenburg and Spich- 
ern, the representatives of the German 
people met. This session, which lasted 
only a few lfours, proved worthy of the 
great historical moment marking the 
beginning of such a conflagration as 
the world had never seen before. The 
railroad lines were under military con- 
trol and used almost exclusively for pur- 
poses of mobilization. In spite of all 
such difficulties, more than 300 of the 
397 Deputies managed to get to Berlin 
in time. The rest sent word that they 
were unable to come. On the evening 
of Aug. 3 the Imperial Chancellor 
called the leaders of all parties, includ- 
ing the Socialists, to his house and ex- 
plained to them in a concise and im- 
pressive statement how frivolously Ger- 
many had been driven to war. At the 
time of this meeting the unanimous ac- 
ceptance of all war measures by the 
Reichstag was already assured. In nu- 
merous conferences the heads of the sev- 
eral departments explained the content 
and meaning of the bills to be submitted 
to the Reichstag. The participants of 
the conferences showed already what 
spirit would characterize the next day. 
The session of the Reichstag filled the 
entire German nation with pride and en- 
thusiasm; the Reichstag maintained the 
dignity of the German Empire and the 
German people. 


In greater numbers than ever before 
the Deputies, high officers of the army 
and navy and the Civil Government as- 
sembled on Aug. 4, first in houses of 
worship to pray to God, and then in the 
Royal Castle of Berlin. The military 
character of the ceremony at the open- 
ing of the session showed under what 
auspices this memorable act took place. 
The Kaiser entered the hall in the simple 
gray field uniform, without the usual 
pomp, unaccompanied by chamberlains 
and court officials and pages in glitter- 
ing court dresses. Only State Ministers, 
Generals, and Admirals followed him to 
the throne, from where he read his 
speech, after covering his head with his 
helmet. His voice betrayed the strain 
under which he was laboring. Repeated- 
ly he was interrupted by enthusiastic 


applause, and when he closed, a rousing 
cheer thundered through the famous 
White Hall, something that had never be- 
fore occurred there since the erection of 
the old castle. Then came a surprise. 
The Emperor laid down the manuscript 
of his speech and continued speaking. 
From now on he knew only Germans, he 
said, no differences of party, creed, reli- 
gion or social position, and he requested 
the party leaders to give him their hands 
as a pledge that they all would stand by 
him “in Not und Tod ”—in death and dis- 
tress. This scene was entirely im- 
promptu, and thus so much more im- 
pressive and touching. And it was 
hardly over when the Reichstag—an un- 
heard of proceeding in such surround- 
ings—began to sing the German national 
hymn, “Heil Dir im Siegerkranz.” The 
magnificent hall, until then only the 
scene of pompous court festivities, wit- 
nessed an outburst of patriotism such as 
was never seen there before. To the 
accompaniment of loud cheers the Kaiser 
walked out, after shaking the hands of 
the Imperial Chancellor and the Chief 
of the General Staff, von Moltke. 


One hour later the Reichstag met in 
its own house. The Emperor had 
begged for quick and thorough work. 
He was not to be disappointed. With- 
out any formalities the presiding offi- 
cers of the last session were re-elected— 
in times of peace and party strife this 
would have been impossible. This short 
curtain raiser being over, the first act 
of the drama began. Before an over- 
crowded house the Chancellor described 
simply and clearly the efforts of the 
Government for the preservation of 
peace. He stated cold facts, showing 
unmistakably Russia’s double dealing 
and justifying Germany’s beginning of 
a war which she did not want. The 
Chancellor had begun in a quiet, sub- 
dued tone. Then he raised his voice and 
when, in words that rang through the 
hall, he declared that the entire nation 
was united, the Deputies and the specta- 
tors in the galleries could sit still no 
longer. They rose, with them at first 
some Socialists, then all of them, car- 
ried away by the impulse of the moment; 
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the members of the Federal Council, of 
the press, diplomats and the crowds in 
the galleries joined them. The whole 
multitude cheered and clapped its hands 
frantically. It reflected truly the spirit 
of the whole nation. The Speaker, who 
under ordinary circumstances wovld 
have suppressed the clapping of hands 
as unparliamentary and the demonstra- 
tions of the galleries as undignified, let 
the patriotic outburst go on to its end. 


After a short intermission the busi- 
ness meeting began. Sixteen war meas- 
ures had been introduced, the most im- 
portant of which was the one asking for 
5,000,000,000 marks to carry on the war. 
The leader of the Social Democrats read 
a statement explaining why his party, 
despite its opposition on principle to all 
army and navy appropriations, would 
vote for the proposed bills. Without 
further debates all the bills were passed, 
and shortly after 5 P. M. the Reichstag 
adjourned. At 7 P. M. the Emperor re- 
ceived the presiding officers of the 
Reichstag to thank them for their prompt 
and useful work. He signed the bills, 
which were immediately published and 
thus became laws. ; 


The resolute attitude and quick work of 
the Reichstag reflected the unity and 
resolution of the entire nation. Sixty- 
seven millions of Germans feel, think, 
and act with their elected representa- 
tives. No party, no class, no creed is 
standing back; all are imbued with one 
single thought: United Germany is un- 
_ conquerable. 


The entire German people are united 
as never before in their history. Even 
101 years ago, in 1813, the entire popu- 
lation cannot have been so uniformly 
seized by the spirit of war as at the out- 
break of this struggle, which is the peo- 
ple’s war in the truest sense of the word, 
and which was predicted by Bismarck. 
All reigning Princes are going out to 
fight with the army and have appointed 
their wives as regents. Instances in- 
clude the Kaiser’s son-in-law, the Duke 
of Brunswick, who appointed his consort, 
the only daughter of the Emperor, as 
regent. The Princes call their people 
to arms, and they themselves all stand 


ready to sacrifice all they have. This 
example from above carries the nation 
with them. The Reichstag knew parties 
and factions no more, and neither does 
the nation. The Emperor- sounded the 
word which has become common prop- 
erty from K6nigsberg to Constance, 
from Upper Silesia to the Belgian fron- 
tier: “I know only Germans!” And yet 
how terribly is our nation otherwise dis- 
rupted by party strife. Ill-advised per- 
sons across our frontiers hoped that creed 
differences would make for disunion, 
Frenchmen and Russians expected to 
weaken our empire with the aid of Alsa- 
tians and Poles. This hope has been de- 
stroyed—we are a united people, as 
united as was the Reichstag, the Social- 
ists included. The latter have for years 
voted against all army and navy appro- 
priations, have advocated international 
peace, and last year voted against the 
bills incresing the army strength. In 
many foreign quarters strong hopes were 
nourished that this party would help 
them. But those men did not know our 
German people. Our civilization, our in- 
dependence as a nation was threatened, 
and in that moment party interest ‘or 
creed existed no more. The true Ger- 
man heart is beating only for the Father- 
land, east and west, north and south, 
Protestants, Catholics, and Jews are “a 
united people of brethren in the hour of 
danger.” When Germany was so threat- 
ened by Russia, when the German “ Peace 
Emperor” was shamefully betrayed by 
the Czar of all the Russians, then there 
was but one sacred party in existence: 
The party of Germans. 


THE GERMAN MOBILIZATION. 


The clockworks of mobilization; per- 
fect order and quiet everywhere—Gen- 
eral acceptance by all classes and factions 
of the necessities of a war not sought by 
Germany. o 


The German mobilization was the 
greatest movement of people that the 
world has ever seen. Nearly four million 
men had to be transported from every 
part of the empire to her borders. The 
manner in which the population is dis- 
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tributed made this task extremely diffi- 
cult. Berlin, Rhenish Westphalia, Upper 
Silesia and Saxony especially had to send 
their contingents in every direction, since 
the eastern provinces are more thinly set- 
tled and had to have a stronger guard for 
the borders immediately. The result was a 
hurrying to and fro of thousands and 
hundreds of thousands of soldiers, be- 
sides a flood of civilians who had to 
reach their homes as soon as possible. 
Countries where the population is more 
regularly distributed have an easier task 
than Germany, with its predominating 
urban population. The difficulties of the 
gigantic undertaking were also increased 
by the necessity for transporting war 
materials of every sort. In the west are 
chiefly industrial undertakings, in the 
east mainly agricultural. Horse raising 
is mostly confined to the provinces on 
the North Sea and the Baltic, but chiefly 
to East Prussia, and this province, the 
furthest away from France, had to send 
its best horses to the western border, 
as did also Schleswig-Holstein and Han- 
over. Coal for our warships had to go 
in the other direction. From the Rhenish 
‘mines it went to the North Sea, from 
Upper Silesia to the Baltic. Ammunition 
and heavy projectiles were transported 
from the central part of the empire to 
the borders. And everywhere these oper- 
ations had to be carried on with haste. 
One can thus say that the German mobil- 
ization was the greatest movement of 
men and materials that the world has 
ever seen. 

And how was it carried on? No one 
could have wondered if there had been 
hundreds of unforeseen incidents, if 
military trains had arrived at their sta- 
tions with great delays, if there had re- 
sulted in many places a wild hugger- 
mugger from the tremendous problems 
on hand. But there was not a trace of 
this. On the Monday evening of the first 
week of mobilization a high officer of 
the General Staff said: “It had to go 
well today, but how about tomorrow, the 
main day?” Tuesday evening saw no 
reason for complaint, no delay, no re- 
quests for instructions. All had moved 
with the regularity of clockwork. Regi- 
ments that had been ordered to mobilize 


in the forenoon left in the evening for 
the field, fully equipped. Not a man was 
lacking. There were no deserters, no 
shirkers, no cowards. Instead, there 
were volunteers whose numbers far ex- 
ceeded the number that could be used. 
Every German wanted to do his duty. 

The most noteworthy thing was the 
earnest quietness with which the gigantic 
gathering proceeded. Not a city, not a 
village reported unrest or even an un- 
toward incident. The separation was 
hard for many a soldier. Many a volun- 
teer tore himself away from his dear 
ones with bleeding heart, but with face 
beaming with the light of one who looks 
forward to victory. Following the 
Kaiser’s wish, those who remained be- 
hind filled the churches and, kneeling, 
prayed to God for victory for the just 
German cause. The folk-war, brought on 
by the wantonness of the opponents, in 
itself brought peace and order, safety 
and discipline. Never, probably, have the 
police had fewer excesses to deal with 
than in the days of the mobilization, al- 
though great crowds gathered constantly 
in every city. 

The best criterion of the enthusiasm 
of the people is without doubt the num- 
ber of volunteers. More than 1,000,000 
of these, a number greater than that 
of the standing army, presented them- 
selves within a few days. They came 
from all classes. There were sons of 
the nobility, university students, farm- 
ers, merchants, common laborers. No 
calling hung back. Every young man 
sorrowed when he was rejected. No sec- 
tion of the Fatherland was unrepre- 
sented, not even the Reichsland Alsace- 
Lorraine, where, indeed, the number of 
volunteers was conspicuously great. 
When the lists in various cities had to 
be closed, the young men who had not 
been accepted turned away with tears 
in their eyes, and telegraphed from 
regiment to regiment, hoping to find one 
where there were still vacancies. Where 
the sons of the wealthy renounced the 
pleasures of youth and the comforts of 
their homes to accept the hardships of 
war in serving the Fatherland, the poor 
and the poorest appeared in like degree. 
In families having four or five sons sub- 
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ject to military duty a youngest son, 
not yet liable for service, volunteered. 
The year 1870, truly a proud year in our 
history, saw nothing like this. 

A thing that raised the national en- 
thusiasm still higher was the appear- 
ance of the troops in brand-new uni- 
forms, complete from head to foot. The 
first sight of these new uniforms of 
modest field gray, faultlessly made, 
evoked everywhere the question: Where 
did they come from? On the first day 
of mobilization dozens of cloth manu- 
facturers appeared at the War Ministry 
with offers of the new material. ‘“‘ We 
don’t need any,” was the astonishing re- 
ply. Equal amazement was caused by 
the faultless new boots and shoes of the 
troops, especially in view of the recent 
famous “boot speech” of the French 
Senator Humbert. 

Small arms, cannons, and ammunition 
are so plentiful that they have merely to 
be unpacked. In view of all this, it is 
no wonder that the regiments marching 
in were everywhere greeted with jubila- 
tion, and that those marching out took 
leave of their garrisons with joyful 
songs. No one thinks of death and de- 
struction, every one of victory and a 
happy reunion. German discipline, once 
so slandered, now celebrates its triumph. 

There was still another matter in which 
the troops gave their countrymen cause 
for rejoicing. Not one drunken man 
was seen during these earnest days in 
the city streets. The General Staff had, 
moreover, wisely ordered that during the 
"_ mobilization, when every one had money 
in his pockets, alcoholic drinks were not 
to be sold at the railroad stations. De- 
spite this, the soldiers did not lack for 
refreshments on their journey. Women 
and girls offered their services to the Red 
Cross, and there was no station where 
coffee, tea, milk, and substantial food 
were not at the disposal of the soldiers. 
They were not required to suffer hun- 
ger or any other discomfort. The Ger- 
man anti-alcoholists are rejoicing at 
this earnest tribute to their principles, 
which were at first laughed at and then 
pitied, but triumphed in the days of 
the niobilization. 

The army is increased to many times 


its ordinary strength by the mobiliza- 
tion. It draws from everywhere mill- 
ions of soldiers, workmen, horses, wag- 
ons, and other material. The entire 
railway service is at its disposal. The 
mobilization of the fleet goes on more 
quietly and less conspicuously, but not 
less orderly and smoothly. Indeed, it is, 
even in peace times, practically mobil- 
ized as to its greatest and strongest 
units. For this reason its transports are 
smaller than those of the army; they are 
concentrated in a few harbors, and, there- 
fore, do not attract so much public at- 
tention. The naval transports, working 
according to plans in connection with 
those of the army, have moved their 
quotas of men and materials with the 
most punctual exactitude. The naval re- 
serve of fully trained officers and men 
is practically inexhaustible. The faith- 
ful work of our shipbuilding concerns, 
carried on uninterruptedly day and night 
under plans carefully prepared in time of 
peace, has wrought for our navy a strong 
increase in powerful warships. 


As is known, the German fleet is built 
on the so-called “ assumption-of-risk ” 
plan. That is, it is intended that it shall 
be so streng that even the strongest sea 
power, in a conflict with the Germans, 
risks forfeiting its former réle as a world 
factor. This “risk” idea has been ham- 
mered into the heart of every German 
seaman, and they are all eager to win for 
the fleet such glory that it can be favor- 
ably contrasted with the deeds of the 
old and the new armies. 

Contrary to general expectation, the 
German fleet has taken the offensive, 
and the first loss of the war was on the 
English side and in English waters, the 
English cruiser Amphion running on to ~ 
German mines in the mouth of the 
Thames. In the Baltic and the Mediter- 
ranean also German ships have taken the 
offensive against the enemies’ coast, as 
is shown by the bombardment by the 
Germans of the war harbor of Libau ard 
of fortified landing places on the Alge- 
rian coast. 

Thus the fleet, confiding in the “ risk ” 
idea now proved to be true, and in its 
earnest and courageous spirit, may look 
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forward with 
events. 


confidence to coming 

But will not civilians have to hunger 
and thirst in these days? That is an earn- 
est question. The answer is, No. Even 
in Berlin, city of ‘millions, the milk 
supply did not fail for a day. Infants 
will not have to bear the privations of 
war. All provisions are to be had at 
reasonable prices. Empire, municipali- 
ties and merchants are working success- 
fully together to insure that there shall 
be a sufficient food supply at not too 
great a cost. Not only is our great army 
mobilized, but the whole folk is mobilized, 
and the distribution of labor, the food 
question and the care of the sick and 
wounded are all being provided for. The 
whole German folk has become a gigan- 
tic war camp, all are mobilized to pro- 
tect Kaiser, Folk and Fatherland, as the 
closing report of the Reichstag put it. 
And all Germany pays the tribute of a 
salute to the chiefs of the army and navy, 
who work with deeds, not words. 


ARMY AND NAVY. 


The German Army and Navy on the 
watch—Four million Germen men in 
the field—Thousands of volunteers join 
the colors to fight for Germany’s exist- 
ence, among them the flower cf her 
scientific and artistic life. 

There can be no greater contrast than 
that between the United States and Ger- 
many in one of the most important ques- 
tions of existence with which a State is 
confronted. In its whole history the 
United States has never had a foreign 
hostile force of invaders upon its ter- 
ritory, foreign armies have never laid 
waste its fields. Until late in the last 
century, however, Germany was the bat- 
tlefield for the then most powerful 
nations of Europe. The numerous Ger- 
man States and provinces, too, fought 
among themselves, often on behalf of 
foreign powers. The European great 
powers of that day were able, unhindered 
and unpunished, to take for themselves 
piece after piece of German territory. 
In the United States, on the other hand, 


it was years before the steadily increas- 
ing population attained to the boundaries 
set for it by nature. 


Our Bismarck was finally able, in the 
years from 1864 to 1871, to create a 
great empire from the many small Ger- 
man States. As he himself often re- 
marked, however, this was possible only 
because his policies and diplomacy rested 
upon and were supported by a well 
trained and powerful army. How the 
German Empire came into being at that 
time is well known. A war was neces- 
sary because of the fact that the then so 
powerful France did not desire that 
North and South Germany should unite. 
She was not able to prevent this union, 
was defeated and had to give back to us 
two old German provinces which she had 
stolen from the Germans. The old Field 
Marshal von Moltke said not long after 
the war of 1870-71 that the Germans 
would still have to defend Alsace-Lor- 
raine for fifty years more. Perhaps he 
little realized how prophetic his words 
were, but he and those who followed him, 
the German Emperors and the German 


War Ministers, prepared themselves for ~ 


this coming defensive struggle and unre- 
mittingly devoted their attention to the 
German Army. 


From 1887 on there had been no doubt 
that in the event of war with France 
we should have to reckon also with Rus- 
sia. This meant that the army must be 
strong enough to be equal to the coming 
fight on two borders—a tremendous de- 
mand upon the resources of a land when 
one considers that a peaceful folk, de- 
voted to agriculture, industry, and trade, 
must live for decades in the constant ex- 
pectation of being obliged, be it tomor- 
row, be it in ten years, to fight for its 
life against its two great military neigh- 
bors simultaneously. There are, more- 
over, the great money expenditures, and 
also the burden of universal military 
service, which, as is well known, re- 
quires every able-bodied male German to 


serve a number of years with the colors, 


and later to hold himself ready, first as 
a reservist, then as member of the Land- 
wehr, and finally as member of the Land- 
sturm, to spring to arms at the call of 
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his supreme war lord, the German Em- 
peror. A warlike, militant nation would 
not long have endured such conditions, 
but would have compelled a war and car- 
ried it through swiftly. As Bismarck 
said, however, the German Army, since 
it is an army of the folk itself, is not a 
weapon for frivolous aggression. Since 
the German Army, when it is summoned 
to war, represents the whole German 
people, and since the whole German peo- 
ple is peaceably disposed, it follows that 
the army can only be a defensive or- 
ganization. If war comes, millions of 
Germans must go to the front, must 
leave their parents, their families, their 
children. They must. And this “must” 
means not only the command of their 
Emperor, but also the necessity to de- 
fend their own land. Did not this neces- 
sity exist, these sons, husbands, and 
fathers would assuredly not go gladly to 
the battlefield, and it is likewise certain 
that those who stayed at home would not 
rejoice so enthusiastically to see them go 
as we Germans have seen them rejoicing 
in these days. Again, then, let us re- 
peat that the German Army is a weapon 
which can be and is used only for de- 
fense against foreign aggressions. When 
these aggressions come, the whole Ger- 
man folk stands with its army, as it does 
now. 


The German Army is divided into 25 
corps in times of peace. In war times 
reservists, members of the Landwehr, 
and occasionally also of the Landsturm, 
are called to the colors. The result is 
that the German Army on a war footing 
is a tremendously powerful organ. 


Our opponents in foreign countries 
have for years consistently endeavored 
to awaken the belief that the German 
soldier does his obligatory service very 
unwillingly, that he does not get enough 
to eat and is badly treated. These asser- 
tions are false, and anybody who has 
seen in these weeks of mobilization how 
our soldiers, reservists, and Landwehr 
‘men departed for the field or reported 
‘at the garrisons, anybody who has seen 
their happy, enthusiastic and fresh faces 
knows that mishandled men, men who 


have been drilled as machines, cannot 
present such an appearance. 

On the day the German mobilization 
was ordered we traveled with some 
Americans from the western border to 
Berlin. These Americans said: “ We do 
not know much about your army, but 
judging by what we have seen in these 
days there prevails in it and all its ar- 
rangements such system that it must 
win. System must win every time.” In 
this saying there is, indeed, much of 
truth—order. and system are the basis 
upon which the mighty organization of - 
our army is built. 

Now a word concerning the German 
officer. He, too, has been much ma- 
ligned, he is often misunderstood by 
foreigners, and yet we believe that the 
people of the United States in particular 
must be able to understand the German ~ 
officer. One of the greatest sons of free 
America, George Washington, gave his 
countrymen the advice to select only 
gentlemen as officers, and it is according 
to this principle.that the officers of the 
German Army and Navy are chosen. 
Their selection is made, moreover, upon 
a democratic basis, in that the officers’ 
corps of the various regiments decide for 
themselves whether they will or will not 
accept as a comrade the person whose 
name is proposed to them. 

One sees that the German Army is not, 
as many say, a tremendous machine, but 
rather a great, living organism, which 
draws its strength and lifeblood from all 
classes of the whole German folk. The 
German Army can develop its entire 
strength only in a war which the folk 
approve, that is, when a defensive war 
has been forced upon them. That this is 
true will have been realized by our 
friends in the United States before this 
comes into their hands. 


The German fleet is in like manner a 
weapon of defense. It was very small up 
to the end of the last century, but has 
since then been consistently built up ac- 
cording to the ground-principles which — 
Mr. Roosevelt has so often in his power- 
ful manner laid down for the American 
fleet. The question has often been asked, 
what is there for the German fleet to de- 
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fend, since the German coastline is so 
short? The answer is that the strength 
of a fleet must not be made to de- 
pend upon the length of coastlines, but 
upon how many ships and how much 
merchandise go out from and enter the 
harbors, how great oversea interests 
there are, how large the colonies are and 
how they are situated, and, finally, how 
strong the sea powers are with which 
Germany may have to carry on a war 
and how they are situated. To meet all 
these requirements there is but one 
remedy, namely, either that our fleet 
shall be strong enough to prevent the 
strongest sea power from conducting war 
against us, or that, if war does come, it 
shall be able so to battle against the 
mightiest opponent that the latter shall 
be seriously weakened. 


Germany, as especially the Americans 


know, has become a great merchant, 


marine nation, whose colonies are flour- 
ishing. Furthermore, since the land’s 
growing population has greatly increased 
its strength in the course of the last 
years, the mistrust and jealousy of Great 
Britain have in particular been directed 
steadily against the development of our 
ocean commerce, and later of our navy. 
To the upbuilding of the German Navy 
were ascribed all manner of plans—to 
attack Great Britain, to make war on 
Japan, &c. It was even declared by the 
English press that Germany intended to 
attack the United States as soon as its 
fleet was strong enough. Today, when 
Great Britain has needlessly declared 
war upon us, the Americans will perhaps 
believe that our fleet was never planned 
or built for an attack on any one. Ger- 
many desired simply to protect its coasts 
and its marine interests in the same 
manner in which it protects its land 
boundaries. It is realized in the United 
States as well as here that a fleet can be 
powerful only when it has a sufficient 
number of vessels of all classes, and when 
it is thoroughly and unremittingly 
schooled in times of peace. We have 
tried to attain this ideal in Germany, and 
it may be remarked that the training 
of the personnel requires greater efforts 
here, since the principle of universal 


service is also applied to the fleet, with 
a resulting short term of service, whereas 
all foreign fleets have a long term of 
enlistment. 


The nominal strength of the German 
fleet is regulated by statute, as is also 
the term—twenty years—at the expira- 
tion of which old vessels must automatic- 
ally be replaced by new ones. This fleet 
strength is set at forty-one line-of-battle 
ships, twenty armored cruisers and forty 
small cruisers, besides 144 torpedo bvuats 
and seventy-two submarine vessels. 
These figures, however, have not been 
reached. To offset this fact, however, 
almost the whole German fleet has been 
kept together in home waters. Great 
Britain’s fleet- is much stronger than 
ours, but despite this the German fleet 


-faces its great opponent with coolness 


and assurance and with that courage and 
readiness to undertake great deeds that 
mark those who know that their land has 


~ been unjustifiably attacked. It is utterly 


incorrect to say, as has been said, that 
the German naval officers are filled with 
hatred for other navies, especially for the 
British. On the contrary, the relations 
between German and English officers 
and men have always been good, almost 
as good as those of the Germans with 
the American officers. It is not personal 
hatred that inspires our officers and men 
with the lust for battle, but their indigna- 
tion over the unprovoked attack and the 
realization that, if every one will do his 
best for the Fatherland in this great 
hour, it will not be in vain even against 
the greatest naval power. We, too, are 
confident of this, for strenuous and 
faithful effort always has its reward, and 
this is especially true of our fleet or- 
ganization. The United States realizes 
this as well as we, for it, too, has built up 
a strong and admirably trained fleet by 
prodigious labor. As is the case with 
the German fleet, the American Navy 
also is not built for aggression, but for 
defense. 


Neutrality by the Grace of England. 

Janus, a mighty god of the ancient 
Romans, was represented as having two 
faces. He could smile and frown simul- 
taneously. 
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This god Janus is the personification 
of neutrality according to English ideas. 
Neutrality smiles when violated by Eng- 
land and frowns when violated by other 
powers. 

The United States got a taste of Eng- 
land’s neutrality when, a century ago, 
the English impressed thousands of 
American sailors, taking them from 
American ships on the high seas, when 
they ‘searched neutral ships and confis- 
cated the enemy’s property on board of 
them, until Congress in Washington 
voted for the declaration of war against 
England. 

In the great civil war, 1861 to 1864, 
England had counted on the victory of 
the Southern States; .she recognized 
them as belligerents and supplied them 
with warships. This was not considered 
by England a breach of neutrality until 
the Minister of the United States de- 
clared, on Sept. 5, 1863, that unless Eng- 
land desisted war would result. England 
yielded. 

But, according to the old German proy- 
erb, “A cat cannot resist catching 
mice,” she secretly permitted the fitting 
out of privateers (the Alabama) for the 
Southern States and was finally forced 
to pay an indemnity of $15,000,000. Eng- 
land gained, however, more than she lost 
by this interpretation of neutrality, for 
by the aid of her privateers American 
maritime trade passed into English hands 
and was lost to the Americans. 

May God’s vengeance fall on Ger- 
many! She has violated Belgium’s neu- 
trality! the English piously ejaculate. 
They call themselves God’s chosen peo- 
ple, the instrument of Providence for the 
benefit of the whole universe. They 
look down upon all other peoples with 
open or silent contempt, and claim for 
themselves various prerogatives, in par- 
ticular the supremacy of the sea, even 
in American waters, from Jamaica to 
Halifax. 

England’s policy has always been to 
take all, to give back nothing, to con- 
stantly demand more, to begrudge others 
everything. Only where the New World 
is concerned has England, conscious of 
her own weakness, become less grasp- 
ing, since Benjamin Franklin “ wrested 


the sceptre from the tyrants,” since the 
small colonies that fought so valiantly 


for their liberty rose to form the great- 


est dominion of the white race. 


In the Summer of 1911, during the 
Franco-German Morocco dispute, the 
English were determined to assist their 
old enemies, the French, against Ger- 
many, and stationed 160,000 troops along 
their coast ready for embarkation. For 
the French coast? No, indeed! For 
transportation to Antwerp, where the 
English were to unite with the French 
Army and combine in the destruction 
of the German forces. But things did 
not reach that stage. England was not 
ready. England and France were re- 
solved not to respect the neutrality of 
Belgium—the same England that sol- 
emnly assures the world that she has 
never at any time or place committed a 
breach of neutra England has ob- 
served neutrality ily when compatible 
with her own interests, which has not 
often been the case. Her whole dissim- 
ulating policy is much more questionable 
than our one breach of neutrality, com- 
mitted in self-defense and accompanied 
by the most solemn promises of indem- 
nity and restitution. 


England and France did not give up 
their plan of attacking Germany through 
Belgium, and by this means won the 
approval -of the Muscovites. Three 
against one! It would have been a 
crime against the German people if 
the German General Staff had not antic- 
ipated this intention. . The inalienable 
right of self-defense gives the individual, 
whose very existence is at stake, the 
moral liberty to resort to weapons which 
would be forbidden except in times of 
peril. As Belgium would, nevertheless, 
not acquiesce in a friendly neutrality 
which would permit the unobstructed 
passage of German troops through small 
portions of her territory, although her 
integrity was guaranteed, the German 
General Staff was obliged to force this 
passage in order to avoid the necessity of 
meeting the enemy on the most unfavy- 
orable ground. 


The Germans have not forgotten the 
tone in which the French and Belgian 
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-press reported the frequent excursions 
of French Staff officers and Generals for 
the purpose of making an exhaustive 
study of dhe territory through which the 
armies are now moving, and who were 
received with open arms in Belgium and 
treated like brothers. Belgium has be- 
come the vassal of France. 

In our place the Government of the 
United States would not have acted dif- 
ferently. “Inter arma silent leges ”— 
in the midst of arms the laws are silent. 
Besides, England had interfered before- 
hand in Germany’s plan of campaign by 
declaring that she would not tolerate an 
attack upon the northern coast of France. 

The German troops, with their iron 
discipline, will respect the personal lib- 
erty and property of the individual in 
Belgium, just as they did in France in 
1870. 

The Belgians would have been wise if 
they had permitted the passage of the 
German troops. 
served their integrity, and, besides that, 
would have fared well from the business 
point of view, for the army would have 
proved a good customer and paid cash. 

Germany has always been a good and 
just neighbor, to Belgium as well as to 
the other small powers such as Holland, 
Denmark and Switzerland, which Eng- 
land in her place would have swallowed 
up one and all long ago. 

The development of industry on the 
lower Rhine has added to the prosperity 
of Belgium and has made Antwerp one 
of the first ports on the Continent, as 
well as one of the most important centres 
of exchange for German-American trade. 

Without Germany Belgium could never 
have acquired the Congo. 

When England meditated taking pos- 
session of the Congo, claiming that great 
rivers are nothing but arms of the sea 
and consequently belong to the supreme 
maritime power, King Leopold turned to 
Germany for protection and received it 
from Bismarck, who called the Congo 
Conference of 1884-5 and obtained the 
recognition by the powers of the inde- 
pendence of the Congo State. 

The struggle of the German States in 
Europe has some points in common with 
the struggle of the Independent States 


They would have pre- ~ 


of North America (from 1778 to 1788), 
for it is directed chiefly against Eng- 
land’s scheming guardianship, and her 
practice of weakening the Continental 
powers by sowing or fostering dissension 
among them. 


While continually protesting her love 
of peace, England has carried on no 
fewer than forty wars during the latter 
half of the nineteenth century, including 
the great Boer war. She has long im- 
periled, and in the end has succeeded in 
disturbing, the peace of Europe by her 
invidious policy of isolating Germany. 
Germany, on the other hand, has proved 
herself since 1871 to be the strongest 
and most reliable security for the peace 
of Europe. 

The policy of sowing dissension, prac- 
ticed by England more industriously than 
ever in recent years, cannot possibly 
meet with the approval of the peace- 
loving citizens of the United States, and 
should be condemned on merely humani- 
tarian as well as commercial grounds. 

England aims at being mistress of the 
Old World in order to occupy either an 
equal, or a menacing, position toward the 
New World, as circumstances may dic- 
tate. For this purpose she has en- 
couraged this war. The German Fed- 
erated States of Europe are defending 
themselves with might and main, and 
are counting” in this struggle for exist- 
ence on the good-will of the United States 
of America, for whose citizens they 
cherish the friendliest feelings, as they 
have proved at all times. All Americans 
who have visited Germany will surely 
bear witness to that effect. 


THE ATTITUDES OF GERMANY’S 
ENEMIES. 


Germany overrun by spies for years 
past. ; 

It goes without saying that in time of 
war the respective participants seek te 
gain for themselves every possible ad- 
vantage, including as not the least of 
these advantages that of having public 
opinion on their side. It is equally un- 
derstandable that Governments, for po- 
litical or military reasons, often en- 
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deavor to conceal their real intentions 
until the decisive moment. In this mat- 
ter, however, as in the conduct of war 
itself, there exists the basic principle, 
acknowledged throughout the civilized 
world, that no methods may be employed 
which could not be employed by men of 
honor even when they are opponents. 
One cannot, unfortunately, acquit Rus- 
sia of the charge of employing improper 
policies against Germany. It must, un- 
fortunately, be said that even the Czar 
himself did not, at the breaking out of 
hostilities against Germany, show him- 
self the gentleman upon a throne which 
he had formerly been believed by every 
one to be. 


The Russian Emperor addressed him- 
self to Kaiser William in moving and 
friendly expressions, in which, pledging 
his solemn word and appealing to the 
grace of God, he besought the Kaiser, 
shortly before the outbreak of the war, 
to intervene at Vienna. There exists be- 
tween Austria-Hungary and Germany an 
ancient and firm alliance, which makes 
it the duty of both Governments to afford 
unconditional support to each other in 
the moment that either one’s vital inter- 
ests come into question. There can be 
no doubt that the existence of Austria- 
Hungary is threatened by the Servian 
agitation. Despite this, the German 
Emperor, in offering his final counsels 
respecting the treatment of Servia and 
the concessions to be made to Russia, 
went, in his desire for peace, almost to 
the point where Austria could have had 
doubts of Germany’s fidelity to the ob- 
ligations of the alliance. Nevertheless, 
Russia at this very time not only con- 
tinued its mobilization against Austria, 
but also simultaneously brought its 
troops into a state of preparedness for 
war against Germany. It is impossible 
that this could have been done without 
the order of the Czar. The conduct of 
the Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
of the Chief of the General Staff and of 
the War Minister was of a piece with this 
attitude of the ruler. They assured the 
German Ambassador and the German 
Military Attaché upon their word of 
honor that troops were not being mobil- 


ized against Germany and that no at- 
tack upon Germany was planned. The 
facts, however, have proved that the de- 
cision to make war upon Germany had 
already been reached at that time. 

The reason which impelled the Czar 
and his chief advisers to employ such 
base tactics with the help of their word 
of honor and appeals to the Supreme 
Being is plain. Russia requires a longer 
time for mobilization than Germany. In 
order to offset this disadvantage, to de- 
ceive Germany and to win a few days’ 
start, the Russian Government stooped 
to a course of conduct as to which there 
can be but one judgment among brave 
and upright opponents. No one knew 
better than the Czar the German Em- 
peror’s love of peace. This love of peace 
was reckoned upon in the whole despic- 
able game. Fortunately the plan was 
perceived on the German side at the right 
time. Advices received by Germany’s 
representative in St. Petersburg con- 
cerning the actual Russian mobilization 
against Germany moved him to add to 
the report given him upon the Russian 
word of honor a statement of his own 
conviction that an attempt was obvious- 
ly being made to deceive him. We find 
also that the character of the Russian 
operations had been rightly comprehend- 
ed by so unimpeachable an organ as the 
English Daily Graphic of Aug. 1, which 
said: “If the mobilization order is also 
carried through in the provinces bor- 
dering on Germany, the work of the pre- 
servers of peace is ended, for Germany 
will be compelled to answer with the 
mobilization of her armed forces. We 
confess that we are unable to understand 
this attitude of Russia in connection 
with the renewal of the negotiations with 
Austria.” ; 


It is customary among civilized na- 
tions that a formal declaration of war 
shall precede the beginning of hostilities, 
and all powers, with the excéption of 
some unimportant, scattered States, have 
obligated themselves under international 
law to observe this custom. Neither 
Russia nor France has observed this ob- 
ligation. Without a declaration of war 
Russian troops crossed the German bor- 
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der, opened fire on German. troops, 
and attempted to dynamite bridges 
and buildings. In like manner, with- 
out a declaration of war, French 
aviators appeared above unfortified 
cities in South Germany and sought, 
by throwing bombs, to destroy the rail- 
ways. French detachments crossed the 
German border and occupied German 
villages. French aviators flew across 
- neutral Holland and the then neutral Bel- 
gium to carry out warlike plans against 
the lower Rhine district of Germany. A 
considerable number of French officers, 
disguised in German uniforms, tried to 
cross the Dutch-German frontier in an 
automobile in order to destroy institu- 
tions in German territory. It is plain 
that both France and Russia desired to 
‘compel Germany to make the first step 
in declaring war, so that the appearance 
of having broken the peace might, in the 
eyes of the world, rest upon Germany. 
The Russian Government even attempt- 
ed to disseminate through a foreign 
news agency the report that Germany 
had declared war on Russia, and it re- 
fused, contrary to the usage among 
civilized nations, to permit to be tele- 
graphed the report of the German Am- 
bassador that Russia had rejected the 
final German note concerning war and 
peace. 


Germany for its part, in the hope that 
peace might yet be maintained, subjected 
itself to the great disadvantage of delay- 
ing its mobilization in the first decisive 
days in the face of the measures of its 
probable enemy. When, however, the 
Gernian Emperor realized that peace was 
no longer possible, he declared war 
against France and Russia honorably, 
before the beginning of hostilities, thus 
bringing into contrast the moral courage 
to assume the responsibility for the be- 
ginning of the conflict as against the 
moral cowardice of both opponents, 
whose fear of public opinion was such 
that they did not dare openly to admit 
their intentions to attack Germany. 


Germany, moreover, cared in a hu- 
mane and proper manner at the out- 
break of the war for those non-combatant 
subjects of hostile States—traveling 


“famous beyond all description. 


salesmen, travelers for pleasure, patients 
in health resorts, &c.—who happened to 
be in the country at the time. In iso- 
lated cases, where the excitement of the 
public grew disquieting, the authorities 
immediately intervened to protect per- 
sons menaced. In Russia, however, in 
France and especially in Belgium the 
opposite of decency and humanity pre- 
vailed. Instead of referring feelings of 
national antipathy and of national con- 
flicting interests to the decision of the 
battlefield, the French mishandled in the 
most brutal manner the German popu- 
lation and German travelers in Paris and 
other cities, who neither could nor wished 
to defend themselves, and who desired 
solely to leave the hostile country at 
once. The mob threatened and mis- 
handled Germans in the streets, in the 
railway stations and in the trains, and 
the authorities permitted it. 


The occurrences in Belgium are in- 
Ger- 
many would have exposed itself to the 
danger of a military defeat if it had - 
still respected the neutrality of Belgium 
after it had been announced that strong 
French detachments stood ready to 
march through that country against the 
advancing German Army. The Belgium 
Government was assured that its inter- 
ests would be conscientiously guarded if 
it would permit the German Army to 
march through its territory. Its answer 
to this assurance was a declaration of 
war. In making this declaration it acted 
perhaps not wisely but unquestionably 
within its formal rights. It was, how- 
ever, not right, but, on the contrary, a 
disgraceful breach of right, that the eyes 
of wounded German soldiers in Belgium 
were gouged out, and their ears and 
noses cut off; that surgeons and persons 
carrying the wounded were shot at from 
houses. 


Private dwellings of Germans in Ant- 
werp were plundered, German women 
were dragged naked through the streets 
by the mob and shot to death before the 
eyes of the police and the militia. Cap- 
tains of captured German ships in Ant- 
werp were told that the authorities 
could not guarantee their lives, German 
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tourists were robbed of their baggage, 
insulted and mishandled, sick persons 
were driven from the German hospital, 
children were thrown from the windows 
of German homes into the streets and 
their limbs were broken. Trustworthy 
reports of all these occurrences, from 
respectable and responsible men, are at 
hand. We perceive with the deepest in- 
dignation that the cruelties of the Congo 
have been outdone by the motherland. 
When it comes to pass that in time of 
war among nations the laws of humanity 
respecting the helpless and the unarmed, 
the women and children, are no longer 
observed, the world is reverting to bar- 
barism. Even in wartimes humanity and 
honor should still remain the distinguish- 
ing marks of civilization. That French 
and Russians, in their endeavors to spy 
upon Germany and destroy her institu- 
tions, should disguise themselves in 
German uniforms is a sorry testimony to 
the sense of honor possessed by our op- 
ponents. He who ventures to conduct 
espionage in a hostile land, or secretly 
to plant bombs, realizes that he risks the 
penalty of death, whether he be a civilian 
or a member of the army. Up-~to the 
present, however, it has not been cus- 
tomary to use a uniform, which should 
be respected even by the enemy, to lessen 
the personal risk of the spy and to facil- 
itate his undertaking. 


For a number of years there have 
been increasing indications that France, 
Russia and England were systematically 
spying upon the military institutions of 
Germany. In the eight years from 1906 
to 1918, 118 persons were found guilty 
of attempted or accomplished espionage 
of a grave nature. The methods em- 
ployed by these spies included theft, at- 
tacks upon military posts and the em- 
ployment of German officers’ uniforms 
as disguises. The court proceedings 
threw a clear light upon the organization 
and operations of espionage in Germany. 
This espionage was directed from central 
points in foreign countries, often in the 
small neighboring neutral States. Re- 
peatedly it appeared that the foreign em- 
bassies and consulates in Germany as- 
sisted in this work; it was also discovered 


that Russia, France and England were 
exchanging reports which they had re- 
ceived concerning Germany’s means of 
defense. 

This espionage system was supported 
with large funds. It endeavored when- 
ever possible to seduce military persons 
and officials to betray their country, 
and, when this was not possible, it de- 
voted its attention to doubtful char- 
acters of every sort. It began its 
work with petty requests of a harmless 
appearance, followed these with induce- 
ments to violations of duty, and then 
proceeded with threats of exposure to 
compel its victims to betray their coun- 
try further. Exact instructions, complete 
in the minutest detail, were given to the 
spies for the carrying on of their work; 
they were equipped with photographic 
apparatus, with skeleton keys, forged 
passes, &c.; they received fixed monthly 
salaries, special bonuses for valuable in- 
formation, and high rewards for espe- 
cially secret matters, such as army orders, 
descriptions of weapons and plans of 
fortifications. Principal attention was 
paid to our boundaries, railroads, bridges 
and important buildings on lines of 
traffic, which were spied upon by spe- 
cially trained men. With the reports of 
these spies as their basis, our opponents 
have carefully planned the destruction of 
the important German lines of commu- 
nication. The extraordinary watchfulness 
of the German military officials imme- 
diately before the declaration of war and 
since then has been able to render futile 
the whole system of foreign attempts 
against our means of communication in 
every single instance, but a great num- 
ber of such attempts have been made. 
All these things prove beyond doubt that 
a war against Germany has long been 
planned by our opponents. 


LIES ABOUT GERMANY. 


The machinations of England and 
France to put Germany in the wrong— 
Lies on all sides. 

Germany has now not only to battle 
against a world in arms, but it must also 
defend itself against lies and slanders 
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which have been piled up around it like 
2 hostile rampart. There is no cable at 


our disposal, England has either cut the 


cables, or is in possession of them. No 
German description of what has actually 
occurred can be sent by telegraph; the 
wires are carrying into the world only 
the distortions of ovr enemies. Germany 
is shut off as with a hedge from the out- 
side world, and the world is supplied 
solely with news given out by our 
enemies. This language is strictly true; 
for the boldest, nay, the most impudent 
imagination would be unable to invent 
anything to exceed the false and absurd 
reports already printed by foreign news- 
papers. 


In view of what we have experienced 
during this first week of the war we 
can already calmly assert that when the 
editors of foreign newspapers come later 
to compare their daily news of this week 
with the actual occurrences as testified 
to by authentic history, they will all 
open their eyes in astonishment and 
anger over all the lies which the countries 
hostile to Germany have sent over the 
cables to bamboozle the whole world 
Much of all this has already become ridic- 
ulous; we must laugh over it despite the 
solemnity of the crisis in which we are 
living—for example, the bestowal of the 
cross of the Legion of Honor upon the 
city of Liége by the French President 
because it victoriously repulsed the 2t- 
tack of the Germans. Witness, too, the 
telegrams of congratulation sent by the 
King of England and the Czar of Russia 
to the Belgian King upon the victory of 
Liége! The joy over such “German de- 
feats” will prove just as brief as the 
jubilation over such “ Belgian victories.” 
Such lies have short legs, and the truth 
will in any case soon overtake them. 


But there are other lies of a more 
serious character and of more dangerous 
import—all such as misrepresent Ger- 
many’s attitude and defame German 
character. Such defamation is designed 
to disturb old friendships and transform 
them into bitter estrangement; such 
defamation can also attain its hostile 
purpose wherever people do not say daily 
to themselves, “It is an enemy that re- 


a treacherous assault. 
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ports such things about Germany; let 
us be wise and suspend our judgment till 
we know actual results, till we know what 
is surely the truth” 


Let us select several facts as exam- 
ples and as evidence—facts connected 
with the preparation for this war, as well 
as with the conduct of it thus far. 


All the cables controlled by the Eng- 
lish-French-Russian coalition disseminate 
the lie about the ostensibly “ preventive 
war” that Germany wished and prepared 
for. The German “ White Book” prints 
documents proving the white purity of 
the German conscience as represented by 
Kaiser, Chancellor, and people. It reveals 
also the profound grief of the German 
Kaiser over the sly and insidious perfidy 
of the Czar, toward whom he steadily 
maintained German fidelity even in 
hours of grave danger. What Russia 
did was more than a mere attack, it was 
The following 
facts prove this: 


The German mobilization was ordered 
on Aug. 1, whereas Russia began to mobil- 
ize fully four weeks earlier, or about the 
beginning of July. Papers found on sev- 
eral Russian harvest laborers arrested in 
the district of Konitz show that the BRus- 
gian military authorities had already by 
the first of July—i. ¢., immediately after 
the tragedy at Serajevo—sent to the lead- 
ers of these men mustering-in orders, 
which were to be distributed immediately 
after a further word should be given. 
These confiscated papers prove that Rus- 
sia hoped to be able to mobilize against 
Austria before Germany could get official 
information of Russia’s measures. The 
Russian authorities purposely avoided the 
usual course of sending these orders 
through the Russian Consuls, and they 
assigned ‘‘ military exercises ’’ as the ob- 
ject of this call to the colors. 

July 25—Military exercises at Krasnoye- 
Selo were suddenly broken off and the 
troops returned at once to their garrisons. 
The manoeuvres had been called off. The 
military cadets were advanced at once to 
officers, instead of waiting, as usual, till 
Autumn ; = 

July 26—All ships and boats are forbid- 
den to sail in the waters between Helsing- 
fors and Yorkkéle; and navigation be- 
tween Sweden and Finland is closed. 

July 28—Partial mobilization; sixteen 
army corps to be increased to the strength 
of thirty-two corps. On the same day the 
Czar begs for friendly mediation; and on 
the same day the Russian Minister of For- 
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eign Affairs and the Russian Minister of 
War give the German Military Attaché, 
upon their own initiative, their solemn 
word of honor that no mobilization has 
taken place. 

’ July 30—The Second and Third Russian 
Cavalry Divisions appear on the German 
frontier between Wirballen and Augustov. 
The Czar issues a ukase calling to the 
colors the reserves in twenty-three entire 
Governments and in eighty districts of 
other Governments; also the naval re- 
serves in sixty-four districts, or twelve 
Russian and one Finnish Government; 
also the Cossacks on furlough in a num- 
ber of districts; also the necessary re- 
serve officers, physicians, horses and 
wagons. 

July 31—General mobilization of the 
whole Russian Army and Navy. The 
German steamer Hitel Friedrich, which 
keeps up a regular service between Stet- 
tin and St. Petersburg, is stopped by a 
Russian torpedo boat and brought into 
Revel, where the crew were made prison- 
ers. The Russians blow up the railway 
bridge on Austrian territory between 
Szozakowa and Granica. 

Night of Aug. 1—Russian patrols attack 
the German railway bridge near Hichen- 
ried and try to surprise the German rail- 
way station at Miloslaw. A Russian col- 
umn crosses the German frontier at 
Schwidden, and two squadrons of Cos- 
sacks ride against Johannisburg. 

Aug. 1—(At last) Germany’s mobiliza- 
tion. 


And France? 


July 27—The Fourteenth Army Corps 
breaks off its manoeuvres. 

July 31—General mobilization. 

Aug. 2—French troops attack German 
frontier posts, cross the frontier, and oc- 
cupy German towns. Bomb-throwing 
aviators come into Baden and Bavaria; 
also, after violating Belgium’s neutrality 
by crossing Belgian territory, they enter 
the Rhine Province and try to destroy 
bridges. 

Only after all this is the German Am- 
bassador at Paris instructed to demand 
his passports. 


And England? 

In London war must already have 
been decided upon by July 31; the Eng- 
lish Admiralty had even before that date 
advised Lloyd’s against insuring German 
ships. On the same day the German 
Government gave emphatic support in 
Vienna to the English mediatory pro- 
posal of Sir Edward Grey. But the en- 
tire English fleet had already been as- 
sembled. 


Of course, English public opinion was 


and still is divided. As late as Aug. 
1 The Daily Graphic wrote in reference 
to the Russian mobilization order: “ Will 
the Russian order also be carried out in 
the provinces on the German frontier? 
If so, then the labor of the peace-pre- 
servers is at an end, for Germany is 
compelled to answer with the mobiliza- 
tion of its armed forces. We confess 
that we are not able to understand this 
attitude of Russia, in view of the re- 
sumption of negotiations at Vienna.” 

And a leaflet distributed in the streets 
of London said that “a war for Russia 
is a war against civilization.” 

So much as to the preparations for the 


war—and now we take up the conduct 


of the war itself. 

By glancing at the foreign press Gan 
ing this one week we have been able to 
collect the following specimen pieces of 
news: 

London—The British Admiralty reports 
that the English fleet had driven back 
the German fleet to the Dutch coast. 
There is not one word of truth in this. 

The Admiralty itself appears later to 
have recovered its senses; at Jeast, it de- 
nied a Reuter story about a “ great Eng- 
lish naval victory near the Dogger 
Bank.” But the English manufactories 
of lies are already so actively at work 
that members of Parliament have pro- 
tested in the House itself against the 
“lying reports of the English press.” 


Paris—From Paris the assertion was 
made and disseminated throughout the 
world that ‘‘ the landing of English troops 
in Belgium has begun; they were en- 
thusiastically received by the population. 
The landing proceeded rapidly and in the 
best order, as the agreement between the 
two General Staffs guaranteed the perfect 
carrying out of the disembarkment plans.’’ 

Not a single word of this is true. At 

present not one English soldier has been 


landed. 


In a similar way the Baltic Sea has 
become the scene of invented “ battles”— 
of “German defeats,” of course; the 
Russian Baltic Fleet sank a German war 
vessel in a battle that never occurred. 

And, “The Russian vanguard has 
crossed the German frontier without 
meeting with opposition.” As a matter 
of fact there is not a single Russian 
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soldier on German soil. All inroads have 
been repulsed, and the German offensive 
has everywhere been successful. 

A Dutch newspaper prints the follow- 

ing report from France: 

Belfort—Many hundreds of Alsatians 
are joining the French Army with great 
enthusiasm, also many Italian Swiss. A 
large number of Alsace-Lorrainers are 
waiting near the frontier with a view 
of crossing it at a favorable opportunity 
to fight on the French side. 


Such absurdity in the face of the un- 
broken unanimity of the entire German 
people and despite the manifest enthusi- 
asm of the Alsace-Lorrainers for the 
German cause! 

Equally stupid and made up for in- 
curably credulous readers is an official 
report of the French War Ministry—not 
a private rumor, be it noted, but an 
official communication. It says: 


A young Frenchman reports under oath 
that he was arrested, along with several 
other Frenchmen, at the railway station 
in Loérrach while on the homeward journey” 
from Baden; and they were led through 
the whole city under a military escort. 
One of the Frenchmen shouted, ‘‘ Hurrah - 
for France,’’ and was at once shot down. 
Three others who protested against this 
suffered the same fate; and so did a fifth 
man who thereupon had called the Ger- 
mans murderers. The rest of the French- 
men, proceeding to Switzerland by rail, 
heard shots fired in the adjoining com- 
partment; they discovered that two 
Italians had been shot by Germans be- 
cause one had protested against the open- 
ing of the window, and another had 
jostled a German. 


Does such stuff call for any refutation 
at all? 

A typical example of how it is sought 
to work upon public opinion by means 
of systematic lying is afforded by the 
capture of Liége. 

The fact is that this Belgian strong- 
hold, along with its forts, which con- 
tained a garrison of 20,000 men, was 
taken by storm on Aug. 7 by the Ger- 
man troops, who fought with unparalleled 
bravery, and that 3,000 to 4,000 Belgian 
prisoners of war are already on their 
way to Germany. 

Yet on Aug. 9—two days after the 
fall of Liége—a dispatch was still sent 
to the Dutch press, saying: “The Liége 
forts are still in Belgian hands.” 


And on Aug. 8, thirty-six hours after 
the fail of Liége—a dispatch was sent 
from Paris to the newspapers of Rome, 
saying: . E 

The Germans lost 20,000 men at Liége 

and asked for an armistice of twenty-four 

hours. Liége has not. yet fallen. The 

English landed 100,000 men at Antwerp, 

who were received with jubilation by the 

population. President Poincaré, upon the 
proposal of Doumergue, the Minister of 

War, conferred on the City of Liége the 

cross of the Legion of Honor. 

Another newspaper reported as fol- 
lows: “The King of England sent a con- 
gratulatory dispatch to the King of Bel- 
gium upon his victory at Liége; seven 
German regiments were slain.” 

At Paris itself a note of the French 
War Ministry—published on the evening 
of Aug. 7, Liége having fallen in the 
early morning of that day—mentions 
the resistance of Liége and says that the 
forts are still holding out; that the Ger- 
mans who had entered the city on 
Thursday by passing between the forts 
had evacuated it on Friday; and that the 
Belgian division that went to the assist- 
ance of the city had therefore not even 
made an attack. The official note con- 
cludes from all this that the resistance 
of the Belgians was seriously disturbing 
the plan of the Germans, who were build- 
ing hopes upon a rapid success. 

And four full days after the capture 
of Liége the French Minister at Berne 
reported officially: “ Liége has not yet 
been taken; the German troops were re- 
pulsed.” 


At Copenhagen the following dis- 
patches were published: “The English 
and French troops had effected a junc- 
tion with the Belgian Army and had en- 
tered Liége and made many German 
prisoners, among them a nephew of the 
German Kaiser.” 


Similarly at Stockholm: “ The Germans 
had suffered a severe repulse.” 


Again a dispatch from Paris to Rome: 
“The Germans had been driven back be- 
hind the Moselle and were begging for 
an armistice; the French had passed Na- 
mur and were pressing forward in forced 
marches, while 500,000 English were fall- 
ing upon the German flank.” 
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Still another official report from Paris: 
“ Liége is becoming the grave of the 150,- 
000 Germans who are breaking their 
heads against its walls; the Belgians had 
taken 3,000 prisoners, who were in a ter- 
rible condition; but for their good for- 
tune of falling into captivity they would 
have starved to death.” 

In contrast to all this let us take the 
unvarnished truth as in the reported 
simple words of the German Quarter- 
master General: 


We are now able to report upon Liége 
without doing any harm. * * * We had 
only a weak force at Liége four days ago, 
for it is not possible to prepare for such a 
bold undertaking by collecting large 
masses of men, That we attained the de- 
sired end in spite of this is due to the 
excellent preparation, the valor of our 
troops, their energetic leadership, and the 
help of God. The courage of the enemy 
was broken, and his troops fought badly. 
The difficulties against us lay in the ex- 
eeedingly unfavorable topography of the 
surroundings, which consisted of hills and 
woods, and in the treacherous participa- 
tion of the entire population in the fight- 
ing, not even excluding women. The peo- 
ple fired upon our troops from ambush, 
from villages and forests—fired upon our 
physicians who were treating the wounds 
ed, and upon the wounded themselves. 
Hard and bitter fighting occurred; whole 
villages had to be destroyed in order to 
break the resistance, before our brave 
troops penetrated the girdle of forts and 
took possession of the city. It is true 
that a part of the forts still held out, 
but they no longer fired. The Kaiser did 
not want to waste a drop of blood in 
storming the forts, which no longer hin- 
dered the carrying out of our plans. We 
were able to await the arrival of heavy 
artillery to level the forts one after the 
other at our leisure, and without the sac- 
vifice of a single life—in case their gar- 
risons should not surrender sooner. * * * 
So far as can be judged at present the 
Belgians had more men for the de- 
fense of the city thas: we had for storm- 
ing it. Every expert can measure from 
this fact the greatness of our achieve- 
ment; it is without a parallel. * * # 


(Signed) VON STEIN, 
Quartermaster General. 

It is not the German people alone that 
will have cause to remember Liége; the 
whole world will do well to learn from 
the case of Liége that an organized 
manufactory of lies is trying to deceive 
the public opinion of all the nations. 
Glorious victories are converted into 


“defeats with heavy losses,” and the 
strong moral discipline of the German 
troops is slanderously described in the 
reports of the imaginative, phrase-lov- 
ing French as cruelty—just as in 1870 
the Prussian Uhlans were described as 
thrusting through with their lances all 
the French babies and pinning them fast 
to the walls. 


How far the “grande nation” has 
already degenerated, and how far the 
Belgian population, akin to the French 
both in blood and in sentiments, imitate 
the French in their Balkan brutality, is 
illustrated by two examples. One of 
these, in the form of a German official 
warning, says: “The reports at hand 
about the fighting around Liége show 
that the population of the country took 
part in the battle. Our troops were 
fired upon from ambush. Physicians 
were shot at while following their pro- 
fession. Cruelties were practiced by the 
population on wounded soldiers. There 
is also news at hand showing that Ger- 
man patrols in the vicinity of Metz were 
fired at from ambush from the French 
side. It may be that these occurrences 
are due to the composition of the popu- 
lation in those industrial regions, but it 
may also be that France and Belgium 
are preparing for a guerrilla warfare 
upon our troops. If the latter alterna- 
tive should prove true, and this proof 
be strengthened through repetitions of 
these occurrences, then our opponents 
will have themselves to thank if this 
war be carried on with unrelenting se- 
verity even against the guilty popula- 
tion. The German troops, who are ac- 
customed to preserve discipline and to 
wage war only against the armed forces 
of the hostile State, cannot be blamed if, 
in just self-defense, they give no quarter. 
The hope of influencing the result of the 
war by turning loose the passions of the 
populace will be frustrated by the un- 
shaken energy of our leaders and our 
troops. Before neutral foreign countries, 
however, it must be demonstrated, even 
at the beginning of this war, that it was 
not the German troops who caused the 
war to take on such forms.” 

The details of the cruelties, here only 
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- hinted at, on the Belgian and French side, 
are supplied and proved by an eye-wit- 
ness, a German physician, who reports: 


We have experienced from the Belgian 
population, from men, women, and half- 
grown boys, such things as we had hither- 
to seen only in wars with negroes. The 
Belgian civilian population shoots in blind 
hatred from every house, from every 
thick bush, at everything that is German. 
We had on the very first day many dead 
and wounded, caused by the civilian 
popuJation. Women take part as well as 
men. One German had his throat cut at 
night while in bed. Five wounded Ger- 
mans were put into a house bearing the 
flag of the Red Cross; by the next morn- 
ing they had all been stabbed to death. 
In a village near Verviers we found the 
body of one of our soldiers with his hands 
bound behind his back and his eyes 
punched out. An automobile column 
which set out from Liége halted in a vil- 
lage; a young woman came up, suddenly 
drew a revolver, and shot a chauffeur 
dead. At Emmenich, an hour by foot from 
Aachen, a sanitary automobile column 
was attacked by the populace on a large 
seale and fired at from the houses. The 
red cross on our sleeves and on our 
automobiles gives us physicians no pro- 
tection at all. 


GERMANY AND THE FOREIGNER. 


Respect for the foreigner—Russians 
willing to remain in Germany—Ill-treat- 
ment of Germans in Belgium and France. 


Enemies on all sides! With dishonor- 
able weapons against us, and with doc- 
umentary lies for the rest of the world! 
Let us calmly allow them to continue ly- 
ing and slandering as they have begun— 
it will result finally in injuring them- 
selves. The world will very soon see 
through this impudent, unabashed game; 
and it will finally side with the people 
which keeps to the truth. Only the 
weakling lies and swindles; the strong 
man loves and honors truth. Let us act 
like the strong man in this struggle! 

Respect for the foreigner, protection 
for his person and property have at all 
times been considered sacred among 
civilized people. Germany can without 
exaggeration claim to have upheld this 
respect and this protection in these fate- 
ful days. Except for a few insignificant 
incidents which took place in several 
large cities, where the natural excite- 


ment of the people and the legitimate 
defense against an insolent system of 
spying led to the molesting and arrest of 
foreigners—mostly Russians—the meas- 
ures taken against the citizens of hostile 
nations did not exceed what was abso- 
lutely necessary to the safety of the 
country. The Imperial Government and 
likewise the Federated States have re- 
frained from expelling “en masse” 
Frenchmen, Russians, Belgians and Eng- 
lishmen. It was, of course, unavoidable 
to take measures for the detention of 
such persons as seemed suspicious and 
for the internation of strangers liable to 
be called to take arms against Germany. 
This took place in cities, e. g., Berlin, 
where these men were taken away as 
“ prisoners of war,’ as soon as the “ state 
of war” had been proclaimed, and placed 
in special rooms or camps. Lodgings 
and food are such as seem requisite and 
the treatment of these prisoners is ac- 
cording to their own opinion very kind. 
The Russian agricultural laborers con- 
stitute a special group of foreigners in 
Germany: There are about 40,000 to 50,- 
000 of them, men and women. 


From various parts of the country it 
is unanimously announced that these 
people are very glad not to be obliged to 
return to Russia. They are glad to re- 
main in Germany, and willingly continue 
their work of gathering the rich German 
grain, potato and hay crops. Should 
there be any difficulties, these workmen 
would also have to be internated. No 
measures at all have been taken against 
women and children belonging to hostile 
States. They are left free to move about 
as they wish. Should they remain in 
Germany they can be sure that they will 
be subject to no other inconvenience ex- 
cept such as the general state of war 
inflicts upon Germans. The authorities 
will protect their persons, and their pri- 
vate property is respected. Nobody will 
touch it—as nobody has touched it so far. 


If the German people and the German 
Government consider the respect they 
owe the foreigner as a sacred law, even 
though the foreigner belongs to the 
enemy, this respect is enhanced by affec- 
tion and gratitude in the case of foreign- 
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ers whose countries are friendly or 
neutral. Thousands and thousands of 
Americans, Swiss, Dutch, Italians and 
Scandinavians are still living in German 
countries. They may be sure that they 
can live as freely here as any German 
citizen. Should it be possible for them to 
return home, the best wishes will accom- 
pany them. The property they leave here 
will be protected. This is guaranteed by 
the authorities and by influential private 
persons. Should they stay in Germany, 
however, the German people will express 
their sense of gratitude for any friendly 
help they may lend, by increased respect 
and protection. 


* * 


A strong contrast is noticeable between 
Germany’s attitude toward foreigners 
and the facts revealed just now as to the 
treatment meted out in inimical countries 
not only to Germans but to other foreign- 
ers. Truly, in England there has been 
some effort to act according to the 
usages of civilized nations when engaged 
in warfare. Germans and Austrians have 
been insulted and molested; there has 
been some occasional destruction of 
property in stores; but as far as can be 
judged these were excesses of an un- 
controllable mob. A general expulsion 
has not been ordered, and it is to be 
hoped that the Germans living in the 
United Kingdom and in its colonies will 
not suffer too heavy damages, in person 
or in property. Russia, France and Bel- 
gium, on the other hand, have by the 
ill-treatment and plundering of foreign- 
ers living in their countries struck them- 
selves out of the list of civilized nations. 
Innumerable resorts from expelled or 
fugitive people prove this, and official 
reports confirm them. Also the press of 
neutral, neighboring countries, such as 
Switzerland, Holland, and Italy, is full of 
similar complaints. Owing to the scarcity 
of news from Russia, the facts known so 
far only concern Petersburg, where Ger- 
man and Austrian men and women, resi- 
dents or transients, were beaten and 
stoned in the streets. Here were also 
some cruel mutilations and murders. The 
beautiful building of the German -Em- 
bassy in Petersburg was attacked by the 


mob. And the police watched all these 
misdeeds with crossed arms or even as- 
sisted. Probably what took place in 
Petersburg also occurred in other Rus- 
sian cities; we shall soon know. ie 

There are a great many complaints 
against the French and the Belgians. On 
the evening of Aug. 1 the mobilization 
was announced, and the next morning the 
official order was posted on the walls, 
that within twenty-four hours from the 
beginning of that day all Germans and 
Austrians, irrespective of sex, age or 
profession, would have to leave France. _ 
Those who remained and could not reach 
the boundary would be taken to the- 
southwestern part of the country and im- 
prisoned. There were few trains for 
Belgium or Switzerland. Thousands 
and thousands who had to abandon their 
property rushed to the stations with 
wife and children, fought for room in 
the overcrowded trains, surrounded by 
a howling mob, and even then were 
punched and slapped by policemen. Dur- 
ing the trip there was nothing but mis- 
ery. Men and women fell ill, children 
died. The refugees had to cross the 
Belgian boundary, walking a distance of 
six or seven kilometers in the middle of 
the night, dead tired, their luggage 
stolen—sometimes, it is said, by officials. 
In Belgium the same tragedy occurred 
as in France. And then came the sal- 
vation. The cordial, hospitable reception 
by the Germans in Holland and Switzer- 
land is unanimously praised and appre- 
ciated. 


The reports of brutal acts from Paris, 
Antwerp, Brussels, would be incredible 
were they not confirmed hundredfold. 
The most brutal and insulting threats of 
death were flung by processions of peo- 
ple going through the streets to all 
those who looked like foreigners. They 
were severely ill-treated. Houses and 
stores were upset, furniture and the like 
were thrown into the streets, employes 
and working people were dragged out, 
women were stripped and pushed through 
the streets, children were thrown out of 
windows. Knives, swords, sticks and re- 
volvers were used. One could fill books. 


with the details, but they are all equally 
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cruel. Not only Germans and Austrians 
were expelled and ill-treated, but citizens 
of neutral States shared this awful lot. 
Thousands of Italians were expelled, as 
well as numerous Rumanians. The press 
in both countries complains bitterly and 
asks what has become of those who re- 
mained in France and were imprisoned 
in the south—but nobody knows. 


History will place this ill-treatment 
and oppression of foreigners on record. 
The responsibility rests, not with an un- 
controllable mob, but with the Govern- 
ment and the authorities of the two coun- 
tries who have always boasted of their 
culture. 


COMMERCE AND TRADE RELATIONS 
BETWEEN GERMANY AND UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA. 


Germany’s financial rise since 1870— 
Export and import with the United States 
of America—The present firm condition 
of German finance. 


Politicians and commercial men must 
base their plans upon facts, as they are 
and not as they wish they were, otherwise 
they fail. France has closed its eyes 
not only to the great intellectual and 
moral assists of Germany but also to its 
commercial resources. 

France has repeatedly declared that 
Germany could not effect a serious po- 
litical opposition, because a war would 
result in the ruin of its commercial and 
financial strength. This we heard in 
the Morocco crisis, also in the Balkan 
wars. Germany’s love of peace which 
was tested in the above-mentioned cases 
strengthened the French in their error. 
He, however, who has taken the trouble 
to visit Germany and the Germans in 
their places of employment—and espe- 
cially Americans in recent years have 
~done this, however, also many English- 
men, who in vain have protested against 
the war with Germany—he can testify to 
the astonishing commercial advancement 
which Germany has made since its po- 
litical union by Bismarck. 

A few facts and statistics may recall 
this to memory. The population of Ger- 


many has since 1870, immigrants ex- 
cluded, increased from 40,000,000 to 
67,000,000, round numbers. Incomes 
and wages in particular have ap- 
proximately doubled during the last 
generation; savings deposits have in- 
creased sixfold. Although, only a gen- 
eration ago, commerce and trade em- 
ployed only about two-fifths of the popu- 
lation, now more than three-fifths are 
engaged in this field of work, and Ger- 
many, as a result of its agricultural 
economy and increased intense farming, 
is today the third largest agricultural 
country of the world. In the coal and 
iron industries Germany is second only 
to America. In one generation its coal 
production increased two and a half fold, 
its raw iron production almost fourfold. 
During the same period of time the 
capital of the German banks increased 
fourfold and their reserve fund eight- 
fold. Characteristic of Germany is the 
fact that hand in hand with this active 
private initiative is a strong feeling for 
the great universal interests and for 
organic co-operation of private and State 
resources. This feeling explains the per- 
fect working of our State activities, in 
particular our railways, 95 per cent. of 
which are owned by the Government and 
which yield an essentially higher revenue 
than those in England or France; it ex- 
plains further the willing assumption of 
the great financial burdens which gen- 
eral insurance imposes upon those en- 
gaged in private enterprises and which 
today is proving a blessing to almost the 
entire laboring force of Germany, to an 
extent which has not yet been realized 
by any other country. 

What economic value to the world has 
a nation which for more than forty years 
has concentrated all its energy in peace- 
ful industry? Does any one deny that 
Germany’s great technical and commer- 
cial advancement has been a blessing in 
respect to the development of the world? 
Has not the commercial advancement, in 
Germany had the effect of awakening 
new productive powers in all parts of 
the world and of adding new territories 
which engage in the exchange of goods 
with the civilized nations of the world? 
Since the founding of the new Germar 
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Empire, German foreign trade has in- 
creased from 5% to approximately 
20 billion marks. Germany has become 
the best customer of a great number 
of countries. Not only has the German 
consumption of provisions and luxuries 
increased in an unusual degree, also that 
of meat, tropical fruits, sugar, tobacco 
and colonial products, but above all else 
that of raw materials, such as coal, iron, 
copper and other metals, cotton, pe- 
troleum, wood, skins, &c. Germany fur- 
nishes a market for articles of manu- 
facture also, for American machinery, 
English wool, French luxury articles, &. 
One is absolutely wrong in the belief 
that the competition of German industry 
in the world market has been detrimental 
to other commercial nations. Legitimate 
competition increases the business of all 
concerned. 


The United States of America has 
reaped especial profit from Germany’s 
flourishing commercial condition. Ger- 
many purchases more from the United 
States of America than from any other 
country of the world. Germany buys an- 
nually from the United States of America 
approximately $170,000,000 worth of cot- 
ton, $75,000,000 worth of copper, $60,- 
000,000 worth of wheat, $40,000,000 
animal fat, $20,000,000 mineral oil and 
the same amount of vegetable oil. In 
1890 the import and export trade be- 
tween Germany and the United States 
amounted to only $100,000,000, in 1913 to 
about $610,000,000. Germany today im- 
ports from the United States goods to 
the value of $430,000,000, while she ex- 
ports to the United States nearly $180,- 
000,000 worth. No nation therefore can 
judge as well as the United States what 
German commerce means to the world. 

In what condition are the finances of 
Germany? In this field our opponents 
will be obliged to change their views. 
In 1912 Germany’s national debt was 
about 14 marks per capita lower than 
England’s. The public debt of France 
per capita was far more than double that 
of Germany. Germany, however, has 
large national assets which offset its 
liabilities. For example, the stocks of 
the Prussian railways alone exceed by 


far the aggregate amount of the Prus- 
sian debt, the income of the railways 
alone is essentially greater than the 
amount which the interest and amortiza- 
tion of the entire State debt demand. The 
war, which, according to the French con- 
ception, was destined to bring about the 
financial and commercial ruin of Ger- 
many, has brought forth the astonishing 
result that the famous French money 
market was the first to fail in this crisis. 
As early as July 25, before the rejection 
of the Austrian ultimatum by Servia had 
been made known, the offer of 3 per cent. 
redeemable French notes to the French 
Exchange was so great that the Chambre 
Syndicale des Agents de Change in the 
interest of the public prohibited the quo- 
tation of a lower rate than 78 per cent., 
while bids of 74 per cent. had already 
been submitted. Sale in blank was abso- 
lutely forbidden, and in the coulisse 
business was at a standstill. A few days 
later the July liquidation, in the official 
market as well as in the coulisse, was 
postponed until the end of August, which 
action proved the necessity of a period 
of grace. On July 31 the French savings 
banks, at the command of the Govern- 
ment, suspended daily payments and paid 
out sums to the amount of 50 francs, 
fourteen days’ notice being necessary. 
The London money market, too, has 
hardly stood the war test. On July 30 
the Bank of England was obliged to raise 
its rate of discount from 8 to 4 per cent., 
several days later to 8 per cent., and 
again after a few days to the incredible 
rate of 10 per cent. In contrast to this 
the President of the German Reichsbank 
was able, on the Ist of August, to de- 
clare that the directorate, because of the 
strength of the Reichsbank and the solid 
constitution of the German money mar- 
ket, did not_consider it necessary to fol- 
low England’s example. The German 
Reichsbank has therefore not exceeded 
the rate of 6 per cent. Worse -yet was 
the fact that England, on Aug. 2, was 
obliged to require grace on exchange, 
and France, on Aug. 3, grace on its ac- 
counts-current and Lombard loans. A\l- 
though along with England and France, 
also Russia, Austria, Italy, Belgium, and 
other nations required temporary credit, 
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- Germany to date has not deemed it neces- 
sary to ask for time in meeting its obli- 
gations. Savings banks, other banks 
and financial institutions are meeting 
all demands without restriction. The 
fact that the English money market, 
which up to the present time has been 
considered the financial centre of inter- 
national trade, has failed, will bring 
many a serious thought to all commer- 
cial men interested in the world market. 
German commerce has doubtless been 
temporarily injured by the war, but the 
esprit de corps and organization which 
animate the German Nation are not only 
a firm foundation for German commerce, 
but also a strong support for the further 
development of the commerce and trade 
of the entire civilized world, if, as we 
hope, peace soon be re-established. 


WHO IS TO BE VICTORIOUS? 


An appeal to American friends 


The American citizen who is now leav- 
ing Europe, which has been turned into 
an enormous military camp, may consider 
himself fortunate that he will soon be 
able to set foot in the New World, 
where he will be enabled again to take 
up his business pursuits. In the mean- 
time old Europe is being torn asunder 
by a terrible war among its various peo- 
ples. It will make him happy again to 
greet mountain and valley, field and gar- 
den which are not threatened nor tram- 
pled down by armies or covered with 
blood; again to see cities in which busi- 
ness and traffic are not brought to a 
standstill by calling in all men capable 
of military service; and he may thank 
fortune that his people have been given 
room enough in which to expand and to 
permit them freely to unfold their power; 
that they are spared the great necessity 
of resisting the tightening ring of ene- 
mies in the east and west, on land and 
water, in a struggle for national exist- 
ence. 

But the American will feel the effects 
of the fate of the Old World. Even 
though he knows his own country is not 
directly involved, he will certainly realize 
that the great net of international traf- 


fic and the progress of his country are 
connected by many strong ties to the 
life and prosperity of European peoples. 
He will be affected by every victory and 
defeat, just as by the sun and rain in his 
own country. He will doubtless remem- 
ber that of all European countries Ger- 
many is the best customer of the United 
States, from which she purchases yearly 
over 1,000,000,000 marks in cotton, food, 
metal, and technical products. If Ger- 
many is economically ruined, which is 
the wish of Russia, France, and England 
and all allied friends of wretched Servia, 
it would mean the loss of a heavy buyer 
to America, and thereby cause a serious 
loss to America which could not easily 
be made good. It would be a great blow 
to American export trade, of which Ger- 
many handles not less than 14 per cent. 
yearly. 


The material loss is not the only fea- 
ture. In the economic struggle in the 
world markets American and German 
commercial men have learned mutually 
to appreciate one another, to appreciate 
one another more highly than do any 
other two rivals. The time is long past 
when the American pictured the German 
as one of thousands, shut up in a room, 
surrounded by documents and parch- 
ments, speculating about the unknown 
outside world, and the same is true of 
the German’s idea of the American—a 
money-hungry barbarian. Two nations in 
which so much kindred blood flows and 
which are connected by so many histor- 
ical events understand each other better 
today than formerly. Above all, they 
have a mutual understanding regarding 
the ideal in commercial life: A man en- 
gaged in work not for the sake of the 
profit, but for the sake of the work he 
is doing; one who gives all his strength 
to his task, and who works for the gen- 
eral welfare of the people as a whole, 
considering his position as an office and 
his wealth as an obligation, not as the 
final aim, but as a basis for the realiza- 
tion of higher attainments. He places 
the value of character and the develop- 
ment of the creative powers of man 
higher than all economic success. Two 
nations united by such common inclina- 
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tions and ideals, boldness of enterprise, 
far-sightedness, quickness of decision, 
and admiration for intellectual achieve- 
ments, cannot help being exceedingly 
congenial to each other. What concerns 
one today concerns the other. 


Does it sound like a paradox when I 
say Germany’s struggle concerns not 
only her own destiny, but to a consider- 
able extent that of America? Does the 
United States consider itself entirely 
immune from the warlike complications 
brought about by the Servian murder of 
Princes and Russia’s breach of faith? In 
any event, it will be difficult for it to 
say: “What’s Hecuba to me?” One 
thing should ‘be clearly understood on 
the shores of the five oceans, that the 
cause of this most terrible war does not 
emanate from the dark Balkans, or from 
a Russian military group, but from envy 
and hate which healthy, young and striv- 
ing Germany has aroused in her older 
rivals; not because this or that demand 
was made by one Cabinet and refused by 
another, but because it was believed 
there was finally an opportunity to de- 
stroy the hated opponent who threatened 
to put the older Western European 
powers in the shade, and for this reason 
England and France put their strength 
into the service of criminal and brutal 
Servia. The following statistics will, 
perhaps, throw some light on the devel- 
opment of the foreign trade of the prin- 
cipal countries from 1870 to 1913 (in 
billions of marks): 


1870. 19138. 
Great Britain ........ 9,180 23,280 
TORANECE) sec ceteye ey ieers cosets 4,540 12,300 
RUSS1Aw cress e cote ,s Geter anes 2,000 5,580 
Germanyec asics tere ha 4 4,240 20,440 


In these forty-three years, which have 
been decisive in the development of inter- 
national economy, England, France and 
Russia have not been able even to in- 


crease their foreign trade three times, 
while Germany and the United States 
have increased theirs five times. The 
trade of Germany and the United States” 
has increased from 17.6 to 38 billion 
marks. If these figures show nothing 
else, they show on which side the Amer- 
ican sympathy will be. This war,-pro- 
voked by Russia because of an out- 
rageous desire for revenge, supported by 
England and France, has no other mo- 
tive than envy of Germany’s position in 
economic life, and of her people, who are 
fighting for a place in the sun. “ Right 
or wrong, Germany must not grow.” 
That is the turning point of a policy 
which the French Republic drilled into 
the Muscovites. Let us consider the ad- 
versaries of Germany. Russia, the clas- 
sic land of power and terrible exploita- 
tion of the people for the benefit of a 
degenerated aristocracy. France, a type 
of a nation in which there is not even 
enough enterprise to increase the pro- 
ductiveness of the country. England, 
which has so long felt its glory vanishing 
and in the meantime has remained far 
behind its younger rival in financial and 
economic equipment. One can easily 
imagine the feelings of these peoples 
when they observe the rapid and suc- 
cessful growth of Germany, and wonders 
if these same feelings will not one day 
be directed against the youthful North 
American ‘giant. In this war it shall be 
decided which is the stronger—the or- 
ganized inertia of the tired and envious, 
or the unfolding of power in the service 
of a strong and sacrificing life. To 
know that we have American friendship 
in this struggle will mean a great moral 
support for us in the coming trying 
days, for we know that the country of 
George Washington and Abraham Lin- 
coln places itself only on the side of a 
just cause and one worthy of humanity’s 
blessing. 
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HIS HOLINESS THE LATE POPE PIUS: xX. 


(From a Painting by A. Muller-Ury.) 


WOODROW WILSON, 


President of the United States of Amerie 
(Photo (CG) by Bradley Studio.) 
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| Speculations About Peace, September, 1914 


Report by James W. Gerard, American Ambassador 
at Berlin, to President Wilson. 


By The Associated Press. 


WASHINGTON, Sept. 17.—Germany 
has suggested informally that the United 
States should undertake to elicit from 
Great Britain, France, and Russia a 
statement of the terms under which the 
Allies would make peace. 

The suggestion was made by the Im- 
perial Chancellor, von Bethmann-Holl- 
weg, to Ambassador Gerard at Berlin as 
a result of an inquiry sent by the Ameri- 
can Government to learn whether Em- 
peror William was desirous of discuss- 
ing peace, as recently had been reported. 

No reply was made by Emperor Will- 


iam himself, nor did the Imperial Chan-_ 


cellor indicate whether or not he spoke 
on behalf of the Emperor. Ambassador 
Gerard, in a cable dispatch to President 
Wilson, repeated the Chancellor’s re- 
marks from recollection, substantially as 
follows: 


~ Germany was appreciative of the Ameri- 
can Government’s interest and offer of 
services in trying to make peace. Ger- 
many did not want war, but had it forced 
on her. Even if she defeats France, she 
must likewise vanquish both Great Brit- 
ain and Russia, as all three have made an 
agreement not to make peace except by 
common consent. Similarly, England has 
announced through Premier Asquith and 
her diplomatists and the newspapers that 
she intends to fight to the limit of her 
endurance. In view of that determination 
on the part of Great Britain, the United 
States ought to get proposals of peace 
from the Allies. Germany could accept 
only a lasting peace, one that would make 
her people secure against future attacks. 
To accept mediation now would be inter- 
preted by the Allies as a sign of weak- 
ness on the part of Germany and would 
be misunderstood by the German people, 
who, having made great sacrifices, had 
the right, to demand guarantees of se- 
curity. 
The above is all that Ambassador Ge- 
rard communicated as to his conversa- 
tion. He added only the brief comment 


that he, himself, thought the way might 


possibly be opened to mediation. Presi- 
dent Wilson did not regard the message, 
however, as bringing anything tangible. 
He referred to the Chancellor’s conver- 
sation as non-committal and incidental 
to the acknowledgment of the American 
Government’s inquiry. The President in- 
dicated that he rather expected a reply 
to the inquiry to be sent eventually from 
the Emperor himself, although he real- 
izes that the Imperial Chancellor may 
have consulted the Kaiser by telegraph 
before talking informally with the Amer- 
ican Ambassador. 

President Wilson took no action as a 
result of the message, waiting to hear 
from Ambassador Gerard whether any- 
thing of a more formal character could 
be obtained by him which the United 
States might communicate to Great Brit- 
ain, France, and Russia. It was under- 
stood tonight that the British and French 
Ambassadors who are in Washington 
were not informed officially or unoffi- 
cially by Secretary Bryan of the conver- 
sation between the Imperial German 
Chancellor and Ambassador Gerard. 


Germany’s position is that she will 
give her opinion on terms of peace when 
she has received a definite statement 
from the Allies of their proposals. The 
statement that Germany did not want 
war, but had it forced upon her, as well 


as the declaration that she wanted a 


lasting peace, is almost identical with 
the remarks which Sir Edward Grey 
made to Ambassador Page in London 
last week. The British Foreign Secre- 
tary said England wanted no temporary 
truce, but a permanent peace, and one 
that would safeguard her against sud- 
den attacks such as Germany had made. 


President’s Future Course. 


The general belief in well-informed 
circles tonight was that the President, 
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after waiting a few days for more in- 
formation from Berlin, probably would 
instruct the American Ambassadors at 
London, Paris, and Petrograd to com- 
municate what the Imperial German 
Chancellor had said to Ambassador 
Gerard. It was believed the Ambassa- 
dors would be asked to reiterate the 
wish of the American Government to 
be of service in bringing about peace 
and to point out the readiness of the 
United States to communicate to Ger- 
many and Austria any statement of 
terms which the Allies might care to 
make. 


Diplomatists are disposed to believe 
that through such informal conversations 
something definite in the way of peace 
terms may yet be obtained as a working 
basis. If a concord of opinion for the 
discussion of peace terms were reached 
President Wilson then would endeavor to 
obtain an acceptance by all the bellig- 
erents of the original tender of good 
offices. This would not mean a cessation 
of hostilities, unless the mediating power 
specifically made it a condition of media- 
tion and all the belligerents agreed to it. 
An armistice would not hinder military 
movements or preparations, serving 
merely as a truce while peace was dis- 
cussed. 


President Wilson already has indicated 
that he believes that the final. reckoning 
of the war should be made in a confer- 
ence of the European powers, and it 
would be the function of the United 
States to preside at such a conference if 
its services as a mediator were accepted. 


Various reports were current today 
that Germany had named several condi- 
tions under which she would make peace, 
that she had refused proposals to alter 
the territorial status of her empire and 
possessions, and would cede no territory 
or dismantle her fleet, but it was said 
authoritatively that nothing of this char- 
acter was contained in any of the mes- 
sages from Berlin to the American Gov- 
ernment. 


A statement made at the White House 
today was the first authoritative ac- 


knowledgmert that any inquiry on the 
subject of Germany’s attitude concerning 
peace had been made by the United 
States. Officials heretofore have main- 
tained silence in regard to the effort 
made by the Government to get at the 
bottom of the expression in favor of 
peace reported to have been made by the 
German Emperor to the Imperial Chan- 
cellor and mentioned in a private conver- 
sation in New York by Count von Bern- 
storff, the German Ambassador to the 
United States. 


What was said by Count von Bern- 
storff in that conversation brought Os- 
car S. Straus post-haste to Washington, 
and as a result of what he told Secretary 
Bryan instructions were sent to Ambas- 
sador Gerard to ascertain whether the 
remarks attributed to the Emperor were 
to be taken as an indication that the 
German Government would not be averse 
to the exercise of the good offices of the 
United States in an effort to end the hos- 
tilities in Europe. 


The conversation at which the German 
Ambassadcr made the statement oc- 
curred at the house of James Speyer, the 
banker, in New York. Oscar S. Straus, 
a member of the Permanent Tribunal of 
Arbitration at The Hague, was present. 
In the course of a discussion of the war 
in Europe and the prospects of peace 
Count von Bernstorff, it is understood, 
said that. while he had no advices from 
the Imperial Government since he had 
left Berlin, he recalled that the Imperial 
Chancellor had told him that he believed 
Emperor William would be willing to 
discuss a proposal of peace through 
mediation. 


With the permission of Count von 
Bernstorff, Mr. Straus came to Wash- 
ington and told Secretary Bryan of what 
the German Ambassador had said. On 
the following day Count von Bernstorff 
made a trip from New York to~Wash- 
ington and had an interview with Sec- 
retary Bryan. 


It has been understood that Mr. Bryan, 
in an excess of. caution, desired to ask 
Count von Bernstorff personally if he 
would consent to having Ambassador 
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Gerard instructed to make inquiry of the 
German Government as to whether the 
conversation between the Emperor and 
the Imperial Chancellor might be re- 
garded as indicating that an offer of 


médiation of the United States would 
not be unwelcome to Germany. Count 
von Bernstorff is understood to have 
assented to Mr. Bryan’s suggestion, and . 
the instructions to Mr. Gerard followed. 


WHO BEGAN THE WAR, AND WHY? 


CASE FOR THE TRIPLE 
ENTENTE 


FIRST WARNINGS OF EUROPE’S PERIL. 


Speeches by British Ministers. 


Sir Jchn Simon, British Attorney Gen- 
eral, in Speech Before Altrincham 
Liberals, at Manchester, July 25. 

We have been so filled with our own 
political development that some of us 
may not have noticed how serious a 
situation is threatening on the Continent 
of Europe. All I will say about it this 
afternoon is this—if times of anxiety 
are coming into relationships between 
different European powers, we in this 


country, and I think not only Liberals 
among us, have reason to be glad that 
our foreign administration is in the calm, 
cool hands of Sir Edward Grey.* [Cheers.] 
And let us all resolve that, whatever may 
be the difficulties and dangers which 
threaten the peaceful relations in Europe, 
the part which this country plays shall 
from beginning to end be the part of a 
mediator simply desirous of promoting 
better and more peaceful relations. 


*On the next day, July 26, Earl Grey ad- 
dressed to The London Times: the following 
appeal for national unity: 

To the Editor of The Times: 

Sir: The Lord Chancellor, in his speech 
on Friday, called on every Liberal to 
work for the peace of Europe, but to go 
forward unflinchingly to civil war at 
home. 

It is obvious that the only hope of Eng- 
Iland’s effective mediation lies in the unity 
and solidarity of the United Kingdom. 

Is it not time that the common sense of 
the nation asserted itself and called upon 
our rulers to take steps which will enable 
a united nation to confront with confi- 
dence the perils which encompass us? 

In moments of national peril every loyal 
citizen should not hesitate, however painful 
the process may be, to burst the fetters of 
party allegiance in order that he may 
devote his whole energies to an endeavor 
to safeguard the higher interests of the 
State. 

What is the cause which is dividing a 
so-called United Kingdom into two hostile 
camps? It. is the endeavor of a tyrannica, 


House of Commons to force upon the ac- 
ceptance of the people a bill which in the 
common belief they not only do not want 
but are strongly opposed to. I approach 
the consideration of the national crisis 
from no party standpoint, but from that 
of one who believes that the peace of 
Ireland, the honor of England, and, the 
strength of the empire are all concerned 
in a speedy and satisfactory settlement 
of the Irish question. 

I believe that such a settlement is to be 
found in a measure which will give to the 
peoples of Ireland powers of local self- 
government similar to those enjoyed by 
the Provinces of Canada and South Africa. 

It is because the Ministerial policy of 
home rule is based on a principle which 
would not be tolerated in any one of the 
Legislatures of Washington, Ottawa, or 
Melbourne that I am so strongly opposed 
to it. No party, no political group, how- 
ever small, could be found in Canada, 
Australia, or the United States which 
would venture to propose that the Prov- 
ince of Quebec, or the State of Queens- 
land or California, should be endowed by 


» 
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FIRST WARNINGS OF -EUROPE’S PERIL 


“A CLOUD OVER EUROPE.” 


London Times Report, July 27, of Speech 
by Under Secretary Acland. 


F. D. Acland, Under Secretary for 
Foreign Affairs, speaking at an open-air 
Liberal demonsiration at Steyning, Sus- 
sex, on Saturday [July 25], said there 
was a cloud over Hurope, the position 
there being far graver and more serious 
than the position in Ireland. No one 
could imagine the disasters which a war 
in which a great European power was 
involved might bring to the whole world. 
He hoped the power of accommodating 
the difficulties in the same way as in the 
Balkan trouble last year would be found 
effective. The whole of the influence of 
this country would be used in the inter- 
ests of peace. 


means of a measure like the Home Rule 
bill with separatist constitutional rights 
which could not be given to the other 
provinces and States. 

I challenge his Majestv’s Ministers to 
deny this plain, unanswerable statement. 

I further challenge his Majesty’s Minis- 
ters to deny that their home rule policy, 
if carried into effect, will make slaves of 
one part of Ireland or another. 

If their bill for the better government of 
Ireland reaches the statute book without 
the amending bill it will make slaves of 
the Ulstermen. It will deprive them of 
half of the representation to which their 
population entitles them in the House of 
Commons, thus reducing them to-a 
_political inferiority, as compared with the 
peoples of Great Britain, which can 
hardly be distinguished from _ political 
slavery, and it-will further compel them 
to accept the administration of a Dublin 
Parliament which they fear and detest in 
all matters relating to their local govern- 
ment. I have often wondered how any 
one rejoicing in the inheritance of old 
Liberal traditions could for a moment 
suppose that any group of free men 
would ever accept such dishonoring con- 
ditions. 

Again, if the Home Rule bill is passed 
with the amending bill tacked on to it, 
the chains of slavery from which Ulster 
will be relieved will be riveted on the rest 
of Ireland. Ulster will have thirty-three 
representatives in the Imperial House of 
Commons, and the rest of Ireland twenty- 
seven! What germ of a settlement of 
the Irish question can any one discover in 
a policy which proposes that one-fourth 
of the people of Ireland should be able to 
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AUSTRO-SERVIAN CRISIS. 


Statement in House of Commons, July 
27, by Sir Edward Grey, Secretary 
of State for Foreign Affairs. 


The House will, of course, be aware 
from the public press of what the nature 
of the situation in Europe is at the pres- 
ent moment. I think it is due to the 
House that I should give in short nar- 
rative form the position which his 
Majesty’s Government have so far taken 
up. [“ Hear, hear.”] Last Friday morning 
I received from the Austro-Hungarian 
Ambassador the text of the communica- 
tion made by the Austro-Hungarian Gov- 
ernment to the powers, which has ap- 
peared in the press, and which included 
textually the demand made by the 
Austro-Hungarian Government upon 
Servia. 


In the afternoon I saw other Ambas- 
sadors, and expressed the view that as 
long as the dispute was one between 
Austria-Hungary and Servia alone I felt 
that we had no title ‘to interfere, -but 
that if the relations between Austria- 
Hungary and Russia became threatening, 
the question would then be one of the 
peace of Europe—a matter that con- 
cerned us all. 


outvote the other three-fourths in mat- 
ters affecting their liberties and taxation? 

No! The Ministerial bills of home rule 
are fundamentally bad and should be 
withdrawn, in order that a new attempt 
may be made to reach a settlement by 
general consent in accordance, as I be- 
lieve, with the wishes of the overwhelming 
majority of the people. 

Is it not better to wait a little for a 
settlement by consent on lines which will 
conduce to permanent peace and prosperity 
than to try to force on the pages of the 
statute book a measure which must lead 
to bloodshed and civil war? If party 
considerations veto the withdrawal of the 
Ministerial measure of home rule with- 
out the aid of a general election, then let 
us have a general election without one 
moment’s unnecessary delay. 

The times are too perilous to allow us 
even to contemplate with any other feel- 
ing than that of horror and dismay the 
Lord Chancellor’s appeal to go forward 
unflinchingly to civil war. 

I have the honor to remain, Sir, 

Yours respectfully, GREY. 
22 South Street, Park Lane, July 26. 
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I did not then know what view the 
Russian Government had taken of the 
situation, and without knowing how 
things were likely to develop I could not 
make any immediate proposition; but I 
said that if relations between Austria- 
Hungary and Russia did become 
threatening, the only chance of peace ap- 
peared to me to be that the four powers 
—Germany, France, Italy, and Great 
Britain—who were not directly interested 
in the Servian question, should work to- 
gether both in St. Petersburg and Vienna 
simultaneously to get both Austria- 
Hungary and Russia to suspend military 
operations while the four powers en- 
deavored to arrange a settlement. 

After I had heard that Austria-Hun- 
gary had broken off diplomatic relations 
with Servia I made, by telegraph yester- 
day afternoon, the following proposal, 
as a practical method of applying the 
views that I had already expressed: 

I instructed his Majesty’s Ambassadors 
in Paris, Berlin, and Rome to ask the 
Governments to which they were accred- 
ited whether they would be willing to 
arrange that the French, German,. and 
Italian Ambassadors in London should 
meet me in a conference to be held in 
London immediately to endeavor to find 
a means of arranging the present dif- 
ficulties. At the same time I instructed 
his Majesty’s Ambassadors to ask those 
Governments to authorize their repre- 
sentatives in Vienna, St. Petersburg, and 
Belgrade to inform the Governments 
there of the proposed conference and to 
ask them to suspend all active military 
operations pending the result of the con- 
ference. 

To that I have not yet received com- 
plete replies, and it is of course a pro- 
posal in which the co-operation of all 
four powers is essential. In a crisis 
so grave as this the efforts of one power 
alone to preserve the peace must be quite 
ineffective. 

The time allowed in this matter has 
been so short that I have had to take the 
risk of making a proposal without the 
usual preliminary steps of trying to as- 
certain whether it would be well received. 
But, where matters are so grave and the 


time so short, the risk of proposing some- 
thing that is unwelcome or ineffective 
cannot be avoided. I cannot but feel, 
however, assuming that the text of the 
Servian reply as published this morning 
in the press is accurate, as I believe it 
to be, that it should at least provide a 
basis on which a friendly and impartial 
group of powers, including powers who 
are equally in the confidence of Austria- 
Hungary and of Russia, should be able to 
arrange a settlement that would be gen- 
erally acceptable. 

It must be obvious to any person who 
reflects upon the situation that the me- 
ment the dispute ceases to be one be- 
tween Austria-Hungary and Servia and 
becomes one in which another great 
power is involved, it can but end in the 
greatest catastrophe thathas ever be- 
fallen the Continent of Europe at one 
blow; no one can say what would be the 
limit of the issues that might be raised 
by such a conflict; the consequences of it, 
direct and indirect, would be incalculable. 


A GRAVE SITUATION. 


Statement in House of Commons, July 
29, by H. H. Asquith, British 
Prime Minister. 


Mr. Bonar Law (Lancs, Bootle)—May 
I ask the Prime Minister whether he has 
any information to give the House with 
regard to the European situation? 

Mr. Asquith—As the House is aware, 
a formal declaration of war was issued 
yesterday by Austria against Servia. 
The situation at this moment is one of 
extreme gravity and I can only say— 
usefully say—that his Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment are not relaxing their efforts to 
do everything in their power to cir- 
cumscribe the area of possible conflict. 
[“ Hear! hear!”] 


RISK OF A CATASTROPHE. 


Declaration in House of Commons, July 
30, by Prime Minister Asquith. 

We meet today under conditions of 

gravity which are almost unparalleled 

in the experience of every one of us. The 
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issues of peace and war are hanging in 
the balance, and with them the risk of 
a catastrophe of which it is impossible 
to measure either the dimensions or the 
effects. In these circumstances it is of 
vital importance in the interests of the 
whole world that this country, which has 
no interests of its own directly at stake, 
should present a united front and be able 
to speak and act with the authority of 
an undivided nation. If we were to pro- 
ceed today with the first order on the 
paper we should inevitably, unless the 
debate was conducted with an artificial 
tone, be involved in acute controversy in 
regard to domestic differences whose im- 
portance to ourselves no one here in any 
quarter of the House is disposed to dis- 
parage or to belittle. I need not say 
more than that such a use of our time 
at such a moment might have injurious, 
and lastingly injurious, effects on the in- 
ternational situation. I have had the 
advantage of consultation with the 
leader of the Opposition, who, I know, 
shares to the full the view which I have 
“expressed. We shall therefore propose 
to put off for the present the considera- 
tion of the second reading of the amend- 
ing bill—of course, without prejudice to 
its future—in the hope that by a post- 
ponement of the discussion the patriot- 
ism of all parties will contribute what 
lies in our power, if not to avert at least 
to circumscribe the calamities which 
threaten the world. In the meantime 
the business which we shall take will be 
confined to necessary matters which will 
not be of a controversial character. 


OPPOSITION CONCURS. 


Assent of Bonar Law, Leader of the 
British Opposition, and of Sir 
Edward Carson, July 30. 

As the Prime Minister has informed 
the House, it is with our concurrence that 
he has made the suggestion which we 
have just heard. At a moment like the 
present, when even those of us who do 
not share diplomatic secrets feel that the 
statement of the Prime Minister is true, 
that peace and war may be trembling in 


the balance, I think it is of the utmost 
importance that it should be made plain 
to every one that, whatever our domestic 
differences may be, they do not prevent 
us from presenting a united front in the 
councils of the world. I am obliged to 
the Prime Minister for saying that in 
the meantime party controversial busi- 
ness will not be taken. I am sure that it 
is his intention, as it would be the wish 
of the whole House, that this postpone- 
ment will not in any way prejudice the 
interests of any of the parties to the 
controversy. I should like to add—and I 
do so, not to give information to the 
House, the members of which quite un- 
derstand the position, but in order that it 
may be plain outside that in what I have 
now said I speak not only, so far as I am 
entitled to speak, for the Unionist Party, 
but for Ulster—that in what I have just 
said I have the concurrence of my right 
honorable friend the member for Trinity 
College [Sir Edward Carson]. 


PEACE THE GREAT OBJECT. 


Statement by Sir Edward Grey in House 
of. Commons, July 30. 


I regret that I cannot say the situation 
is less grave than it was yesterday. The 
outstanding facts are much the same. 
Austria has begun war against Servia. 
Russia has ordered a partial mobiliza- 
tion. This has not hitherto led to any 
corresponding steps by other powers, so 
far as our information goes. We con- 
tinue to pursue the one great object of 
preserving European peace, and for this 
purpose we are keeping in close touch 
with other powers. In thus keeping in 
touch we have, I am glad to say, had 
no difficulty so far; though it has not 
been possible for the powers to unite in 
diplomatic action as was proposed on 
Monday. 


RUSSIA’S MOBILIZATION. 


Statement in House of Commons by 
Prime Minister Asquith, Aug. 1. 
We have just heard, not from St. 

Petersburg but from Germany, that 
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Russia has proclaimed a general mobili- 
zation of her army and fleet, and in 
consequence of this martial law is to be 
proclaimed in Germany. 

We understand this to mean that mob- 
ilization will follow in Germany if the 
Russian mobilization is general and is 
proceeded with. 

In these circumstances I should prefer 
not to answer any further question until 
Monday. 


THE GERMAN INVASION. 


Editorial Article of The London Times, 
Aug. 3. 


The die is cast. The great European 
struggle which the nations have so long 
struggled to avert has begun. Germany 
declared war upon Russia on Saturday 
evening, and yesterday her troops en- 
tered Luxemburg and crossed the French 
frontier in Lorraine without any declara- 
tion at all. It is idle to dwell upon 
events such as these. They speak for 
themselves in a fashion which all can 
understand. They mean that Europe is 
to be the scene of the most terrible-war 
that she has witnessed since the fall of 
the Roman Empire. The losses in human 
life and in the accumulated wealth of 
generations which such a contest must 
involve are frightful to think on. That it 
should have come about despite the zeal- 
ous efforts of diplomacy, and against the 
wishes of almost all the nations whom 
it is destined to afflict, is a grim satire 
upon the professions of peace yet fresh 
upon the lips of those who have plunged 
the Continent into its miseries and its 
calamities. The blame must fall mainly 
upon Germany. She could have stayed 
the plague had she chosen to speak in 
Vienna as she: speaks when she is in 
earnest. She has not chosen to do so. 
She has preferred to make demands in 
St. Petersburg and in Paris which no 
Government could entertain, and to de- 
feat by irrevocable acts the last efforts 
of this country and of others for media- 
tion. She has lived up to the worst 
principles of the Frederician tradition— 
the tradition which disregards all obliga- 
tions of right and wrong at the bidding 


of immediate self-interest. She believes 
that her admirable military organization 
has enabled her to steal a march upon 
her rivals. She has been mobilizing in all 
but name, while their mobilization has 
been retarded by the “conversations ” 
she continued until her moment had 
come. Then she flung the mask aside. 
While her Ambassador was still in Paris, 
while by the customs traditional with all 
civilized peoples she was still at peace 
with France, she has sent her’ soldiers 
into Luxemburg, and invaded the ter- 
ritory of the republic. It is hard to say 
which of these acts is the grosser in- 
fringement of public right. With Luxem- 
burg she makes no pretense of quarrel. 
She is herself a party to the guarantee 
of its neutrality contained in the Treaty 
of 1867. The other guarantors are Great 
Britain, France, Russia, Italy, Austria- 
Hungary, Belgium, and the Netherlands. 
She solemnly pledged herself with some 
of them, including France and ourselves, 
to respect this neutrality. The world sees 
how Germany keeps her word. She has 
been. weak enough, or cynical enough, to 
issue an explanation of her breach of 
faith. Let Englishmen, who have been 
disposed to trust her, judge it for them- 
selves. She has not, she says, committed 
a hostile act by crossing the frontiers, 
by forcibly seizing the Government 
offices, and-by forcibly interrupting the 
telephonic communication. These are 
merely measures to protect the railways 
from a possible attack by the French. 
For the sudden invasion of France no 
excuse has yet been published. When it 
comes it will doubtless be of about equal 
worth. 


The whole situation has been revolu- 
tionized by the events of yesterday. The 
doubts which many of us tried hard to 
cherish as to Germany’s real intentions 
have been dispelled by her high-handed 
contempt for public law. The Govern- 
ment and the nation now realize that she 
has been bent on a Huropean war—a 
European war to be waged in the first 
instance against France, and through at 
least one of those neutral States whose 
safety we have bound ourselves to de- 
fend because it is indispensable to our 
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pwn. The Cabinet, which has been sit- 
ting almost uninterruptedly since Satur- 
day morning, reached a decision at an 
early hour yesterday, which shows that 
they know what is before us. They have 
called up the Naval Reserves. They 
would not have taken this step had they 
not felt that in this quarrel our interests 
are now directly at stake. After the 
example of what Germany has done in 
Luxemburg and on the French border 
we can no longer rely upon the presence 
of her Ambassador as a security against 
some sudden surprise. We have no con- 
troversy with her, it is true. We have 
been willing and anxious to develop those 
better relations with her which had of 
late sprung up. We were eager to work 
with her for mediation and for peace. 
Now she has shown her hand. She is 
resolved to crush France, and to trample 
upon the rights of those who happen to 
stand in her way. Yesterday it was 
Luxemburg. -Today it may be Belgium 
or Holland, or she may treat us as she 
has treated our French friends, and as- 
sail us without a declaration of war. 
She will find the empire ready. Here 
at home and in the far-off dominions 
the sure instinct of our peoples teaches 
them that the ruin of France or of the 
Low Countries would be the prelude to 
our own. We can no more tolerate a 
German hegemony in Europe than we 
can tolerate the hegemony of any other 
power. As our fathers fought Spain and 
France in the days of their greatest. 
strength to defeat their pretense to Con- 
tinental supremacy, and their menace to 
the narrow seas, which are the bulwark 
of our independence, so shall we be 
ready, with the same unanimity and the 
same stubborn tenacity of purpose, to 
fight any other nation which shows by 
her acts that she is advancing a like 
claim and confronting us with a like 
' threat. If any individual member of the 
Cabinet dissents from this view, the 


sooner he quits the Government the 


better. Mr. Asquith may find it no dis- 
advantage to take fresh blood into his 
Administration, as M. Viviani has un- 
doubtedly strengthened the French Gov- 
ernment by the admission of M. Delcassé 
and M. Clemenceau. The controversy be- 


tween Austria-Hungary and Servia, and 
that between Austria-Hungary and Rus- 
sia, have passed away from the eyes of 
the nation. These are fixed on the Ger- 
man attack upon the French Republic 
and upon Luxemburg. In that conflict 
the nation know their duty. With the 
blessing of Heaven they will do it to the 
uttermost. 


PEACE OF EUROPE 
CANNOT BE PRESERVED. 


Sir Edward Grey’s Speech in House of 
Commons, Aug. 3. 


Last week I stated that we were work- 
ing for peace not only for this country, 
but to preserve the peace of Europe. 
Today events move so rapidly that it is 
exceedingly difficult to state with tech- 
nical accuracy the actual state of affairs, 
but it is clear that the peace of Europe 
cannot be preserved. Russia and Ger- 
many, at any rate, have declared war 
upon each other. 

Before I proceed to state the position 
of his Majesty’s Government I would like 
to clear the ground so that, before I come 
to state to the House what our attitude 
is with regard to the present crisis, the 
House may know exactly under what ob- 
ligations the Government is, or the House 
can be said to be, in coming to a decision 
on the matter. First of all, let me say, 
very shortly, that we have consistently. 
worked with a single mind, with all the 
earnestness in our power, to preserve 
peace. The House may be satisfied on 
that point. We have always done it. 
During these last years, as far as his 
Majesty’s Government are concerned, we 
would have no difficulty in proving that 
we have done so. Throughout the Bal- 
kan crisis, by general admission, we 
worked for peace. The co-operation of 
the great powers of Europe was suc- 
cessful in working for peace in the Bal- 
kan crisis. It is true that some of the 
powers had great difficulty in adjusting 
their points of view. It took much time 
and labor and discussion before they 
could settle their differences, but peace 
was secured, because peace was their 
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main object, and they were willing to give 
time and trouble rather than accentuate 
differences rapidly. 


In the present crisis it has not been 
possible to secure the peace of Europe; 
because there has been little time, and 
there has been a disposition—at any rate 
in some quarters on which I will not 
dwell—to force things rapidly to an is- 
sue, at any rate to the great risk of 
peace, and, as we now know, the result 
of that is that the policy of peace as far 
as the great powers generally are con- 
cerned is in danger. I do not want to 
dwell on that, and to comment on it, and 
to say where the blame seems to us to 
lie, which powers were most in favor of 
peace, which were most disposed to risk 
war or endanger peace, because I would 
like the House to approach this crisis in 
which we are now from the point of view 
of British interests, British honor, and 
British obligations, free from all passion 
as to why peace has not been preserved. 


We shall publish papers as soon as 
we can regarding what took place last 
week when we were working for peace, 
and when those papers are published I 
have no doubt that to every human be- 
ing they will make it clear how stren- 
uous and genuine and whole-hearted our 
efforts for peace were, and that they will 
enable people to form their own judg- 
ment as to what forces were at work 
which operated against peace. 


' I come first, now, to the question of 
British obligations. I have assured the 
House—and the Prime Minister has as- 
sured the House more than once—that if 
any crisis such as this arose we should 
come before the House of Commons and 
be able to say to the House that it was 
free to decide what the British attitude 
should be, that we would have no secret 
engagement which we should spring up- 
on the House, and tell the House that be- 
cause we had entered into that engage- 
ment there was an obligation of honor 
upon the country. I will deal with that 
point to clear the ground first. 

There have been in Europe two diplo- 
matic groups, the Triple Alliance and 
what came to be called the Triple En- 


tente, for some years past. The Triple 
Entente was not an alliance—it was a 
diplomatic group. The House will re- 
member that in 1908 there was a crisis 
—also a Balkan crisis—originating in 
the annexation of Bosnia and Herzego- 
vina. The Russian Minister, M. Isvol- 
sky, came to London, or happened to 
come to London, because his visit was 
planned before the crisis broke out. I 
told him definitely then, this being a 
Balkan crisis, a Balkan affair, I did not 
consider that public opinion in this coun- 
try would justify us in promising to give 
anything more than diplomatic support. 
More was never asked from us, more 
was never given, and more was never 
promised. 


In this present crisis, up till yesterday, 
we have also given no promise of any- 
thing more than diplomatic support—up 
till yesterday no promise of more than 
diplomatic. support. Now I must make 
this question of obligation clear to the 
House. I must go back to the first 
Moroccan crisis of 1906. That was the 
time of the Algeciras Conference, and it 
came at a time of very great difficulty 
to his Majesty’s Government when a gen- 
eral election was in progress, and Min- 
isters were scattered over the country, 
and I—spending three days a week in my 
constituency .and three days at the For- 
eign Office—was asked the question 
whether, if that crisis developed into war 
between France and Germany, we would 
give armed support. I said then that I 
could promise nothing to any foreign 
power unless it was subsequently to re- 
ceive the whole-hearted support of public 
opinion here if the occasion arose. I 
said, in my opinion, if war was forced 
upon France then on the question of 
Morocco—a question which had just been 
the subject of agreement between this 
country and France, an agreement ex- 
ceedingly popular on both sides—that 
if out of that agreement war was forced: 
on France at that time, in my view public: 
opinion in this country would have ral-. 
lied to the material support of France. 


I gave no promise, but I expressed that: 
opinion during the crisis, as far as I re- 
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member almost in the same words, to 
the French Ambassador and the German 
Ambassador at the time. I made no 
promise and I used no threats; but I ex- 
pressed that opinion. That position was 
accepted by the French Government, but 
they said to me at the time, and I think 
very reasonably, “If you think it pos- 
sible that the public opinion of Great 
Britain might, should a sudden crisis 
arise, justify you in giving to France the 
armed support which you cannot prom- 
ise in advance, you will not be able to 
give that support, even if you wish it, 
when the time comes, unless some con- 
versations have already taken place be- 
tween naval and military experts.” 
There was force in that. I agreed to it, 
and authorized those conversations to 
take place, but on the distinct under- 
standing that nothing which passed be- 
tween military or naval experts should 
bind either Government or restrict in any 
way their freedom to make a decision as 
to whether or not they would give that 
support when the time arose. 


As I have told the House, upon that oc- 
casion a general election was in prospect; 
I had to take the responsibility of doing 
that without the Cabinet. It could not be 
summoned. An answer had to be given. 
I consulted Sir Henry Campbell-Banner- 
man, the Prime Minister; I consulted, I 
remember, Lord Haldane, who was then 
Secretary of State for War, and the 
present Prime Minister, who was then 
Chancellor of the Exchequer. That was 
the most I could do, and they authorized 
that, on the distinct understanding that 
it left the hands of the Government free 
whenever the crisis arose. The fact that 
conversations between military and naval 
experts took place was later on—I think 
much later on, because that crisis passed, 
and the thing ceased to be of importance 
—but later on it was brought to the 
knowledge of the Cabinet. 


The Agadir crisis came—another Mo- 
rocco crisis—and throughout that I took 
precisely the same line that had been 
taken in 1906. But subsequently, in 1912, 
after discussion and consideration in the 
Cabinet, it was decided that we ought 


to have a definite understanding in writ- 
ing, which was to be only in the form of 
an unofficial letter, that these conver- 
sations which took place were not bind- 
ing upon the freedom of either Govern- 
ment; and on the 22d November, 1912, 
I wrote to the French Ambassador the 
letter which I will now read to the House, 
and I received from him a letter in sim- 
ilar terms in reply. The letter which I 
have to read to the House is this, and it 
will be known to the public now as the 
record that, whatever took place between 
military and naval experts, they were 
not binding engagements upon the Gov- 
ernment: 


My dear Ambassador: 

From time to time in recent years the 
French and British naval and military 
experts have consulted together. It has 
always been understood that such con- 
sultation does not restrict the freedom of 
either Government to decide at any future 
time whether or not to assist the other 
by armed force. We have agreed that 
consultation between experts is not, and 
ought not, to be regarded as an engage=- 
ment that commits either Government to 
action in a contingency that has not yet 
arisen and may never arise. The disposi- 
tion, for instance, of the French and 
British fleets respectively at the present 
moment’is not based upon an engagement 
te co-operate in war. 

You have, however, pointed out that, if 
either Government had grave reason to 
expect an unprovoked attack by a third 
power, it might become essential to know 
whether it could in that event depend upon 
the armed assistance of the other. 

I agree that, if either Government had 
grave reason to expect an unprovoked at- 
tack by a third power, or something that 
threatened the general peace, it should 
immediately discuss with the other wheth- 
er both Governments should act together 
to prevent aggression and to preserve 
peace, and, if so, what measures they 
would be prepared to take in common. 


Lord Charles Beresford—What is the 
date of that? 


Sir E. Grey—The 22nd November, 
1912. That is the starting point for the 
Government with regard to.the present 
crisis. I think it makes it clear that 
what the Prime Minister and I said to 
the House of Commons was perfectly 
justified, and that, as regards our free- 


dom to decide in a crisis what our line 


should be, whether we should intervene 
or whether we should abstain, the Gov- 
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ernment remained perfectly free, and, a 
fortiori, the House of Commons remains 
perfectly free. That I say to clear the 
ground from the point of view.of obliga- 
tion. J think it was due to prove our 
good faith to the House of Commons that 
I should give that full information to the 
House now, and say what I think is 
obvious from the letter I have just read, 
that we do not construe anything which 
has previously taken place in our diplo- 
matic relations with other powers in this 
matter as restricting the freedom of the 
~ Government to decide what attitude they 
should take now, or restrict the freedom 
of the House of Commons to decide what 
their attitude should be. 

Well, Sir, I will go further, and I will 
say this: The situation in the present 
crisis is not precisely the same as it was 
in the Morocco question. In the Morocco 
question it was primarily a dispute which 
concerned France—a dispute which con- 
cerned France and France primarily—a 
dispute, as it seemed to us, affecting 
France out of an agreement subsisting 
between us and France, and published to 
the whole world, in which we engaged 
to give France diplomatic support. -~No 
doubt we were pledged to give nothing 
but diplomatic support; we were, at any 
rate, pledged by a definite public agree- 
ment to stand with France diplomatically 
in that question. 

The present crisis has originated dif- 
ferently. It has not originated with re- 
gard to Morocco. It has not originated 
as regards anything with which we .had 
a special agreement with France; it has 
not originated with anything which’ 
primarily concerned France. It has orig- 
inated in a dispute between Austria and 
Servia. I can say this with the most 
absolute confidence—no Government and 
no country has-tess desire to be involved 
in war over a dispute with Austria and 
Servia than the Government and the 
country of France. They are involved in 
it because of their obligation of honor 
under a definite alliance with Russia. 
Well, it is only fair to say to the House 
that that obligation of honor cannot ap- 
ply in the same way to us. We are not 
parties to the Franco-Russian alliance. 


We do not even know the terms of that 
alliance. So far I have, I think, faithfully 
and completely cleared the ground with 
regard to the question of obligation. 


IT now come to what we think the situ- 
ation requires of us. For.many years we 
have had a long-standing friendship with 
France. I remember well the feeling in 
the House—and my own feeling—for I 
spoke on the subject, I think, when the 
late Government made their agreement 
with France—the warm and cordial feel- 
ing resulting from the fact that these 
two nations, who had had perpetual dif- 
ferences in the past, had cleared these 
differences away; I remember saying, I 
think, that it seemed to me that some 
benign influence had been at work to 
produce the cordial atmosphere that had 
made that possible. But how far that 
friendship entails obligation—it has been 
a friendship between the nations and 
ratified by the nations—how far that en- 
‘tails an obligation, let every man look 
into his own heart, and his own feelings, 
and construe the extent of the obligation 
for himself. I construe it myself as I 
feel it, but I do not wish to urge upon 
any one else more than their feelings 
dictate as to what they should feel about 
the obligation. The House, individually 
and collectively, may judge for itself. I 
speak my personal view, and I have given 
the House my own feeling in the matter. 

The French fleet is now in the Medi- 
terranean, and the northern and western 
coasts of France are absolutely unde- 
fended. The French fleet being concen- 
trated in the Mediterranean, the situation 
is very different from what it used to be, 
because the friendship which has grown 
up between the two countries has given 
them a sense of security that there was 
nothing to be feared from us. 

The French coasts are absolutely un- 
defended. 
Mediterranean, and has for some years 
been concentrated there because of~the 
feeling of confidence and friendship 
which has existed between the two coun- 
tries. My own feeling is that if a foreign 
fleet, engaged in a war which France 
had not sought, and in which she had not 
been the aggressor, came down the Eng- 
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lish Channel and bombarded and battered 
the undefended coasts of France, we 
could not stand aside, and see this going 
on practically within sight of our eyes, 
with our arms folded, looking on dispas- 
sionately, doing nothing. I believe that 
would be the feeling of this country. 
There are times when one feels that if 
these circumstances actually did arise, it 
would be a feeling which would spread 
with irresistible force throughout the 
land. 


But I also want to look at the matter 
without sentiment, and from the point of 
view of British interests, and it is on that 
that I am going to base and justify what 
I am presently going to say to the House. 
If we say nothing at this moment, what 
is France to do with her fleet in the 
Mediterranean? If she leaves it there, 
with no statement from us as to what we 
will do, she leaves her northern and 
western coasts absolutely undefended, at 
the mercy of a German fleet coming 
down the Channel to do as it pleases in a 
war which is a war of life and death be- 
tween them. If we say nothing, it may 
be that the French fleet is withdrawn 
from the Mediterranean. We are in the 
presence of a European conflagration; 
can anybody set limits to the conse- 
quences that may arise out of it? Let us 
assume that today we stand aside in an 
attitude of neutrality, saying, “ No, we 
cannot undertake and engage to help 
either party in this conflict.” Let us 
suppose the French fleet is withdrawn 
from the Mediterranean; and let us as- 
sume that the consequences—which are 
already tremendous in what has hap- 
pened in Europe even to countries which 
are at peace—in fact, equally whether 
countries are at peace or at war—let us 
assume that out of that come conse- 
quences unforeseen, which make it neces- 
sary at a sudden moment that, in de- 
fense of vital British interests, we shall 
go to war; and let us assume—which is 
quite possible—that Italy, who is now 
neutral—because, as I understand, she 
considers that this war is an aggressive 
war, and the Triple Alliance being a de- 
fensive alliance her obligation did not 
arise—let us assume that consequences 


which are not yet foreseen and which, 
perfectly legitimately consulting her own 
interests, make Italy depart from her 
attitude of neutrality at a time when we 
are forced in defense of vital British in- 
terests ourselves to fight—what then will 
be the position in the Mediterranean? It 
might be that at some critical moment 
those consequences would be forced upon 
us because our trade routes in the Medi- 
terranean might be vital to this country. 


Nobody can say that in the course of 
the next few weeks there is any par- 
ticular trade route, the keeping open of 
which may not be vital to this country. 
What will be our position then? We 
have not kept a fleet in the Mediter- 
ranean which is equal to dealing alone 
with a combination of other fleets in the 
Mediterranean, It would be the very 
moment when we could not detach more 
ships to the Mediterranean, and we might 
have exposed this country from our 
negative attitude at the present moment 
to the most appalling risk. I say that 
from the point of view of British inter- 
ests. We feel strongly that France was 
entitled to know—and to know at once— 
whether or not in the event of attack 
upon her unprotected northern and west- 
ern coasts she could depend upon British 
support. In that emergency, and in these 
‘compelling circumstances, yesterday af- 
ternoon I-gave to the French Ambassador 
the following statement: 

I am authorized to give an assurance 
that if the German fleet comes into the 
Channel or through the North Sea to un- 
dertake hostile operations against the 
French coasts or shipping, the British 
fleet will give all the protection in its 
power. This assurance is, of course, sub- 
ject to the policy of his Majesty’s Govern- 
ment receiving the support of Parliament, 
and must not be taken as binding his 
Majesty’s Government to take any action 
until the above contingency of action by 
the German fleet takes place. 

I read that to the House;* not as a 
declaration of war on our part, not as 
entailing immediate aggressive action on 
our part, but as binding us to take ag- 
gressive action should that contingency 
arise. Things move very hurriedly from 
hour to hour. Fresh news comes in, and 
I cannot give this in any very formal 
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way; but I understand that the German 
Government would be prepared, if we 
would pledge ourselves to neutrality, to 
agree that its fleet would not attack the 
northern coast of France. I have only 
heard that shortly before I came to the 
House, but it is far too narrow an en- 
gagement for us. And, Sir, there is the 
more serious consideration—becoming 
more serious every hour—there is the 
question of the neutrality of Belgium. 


I shall have to put before the House at 
some length what is our position in re- 
gard to Belgium. The governing factor 
is the Treaty of 1839, but this is a treaty 
with a history—a history accumulated 
since. In 1870, when there was war be- 
tween France and Germany, the question 
of the neutrality of Belgium arose, and 
various things were said. Among other 
things, Prince Bismarck gave an assur- 
ance to Belgium that—confirming his 
verbal assurance, he gave in writing a 
declaration which he said was superflu- 
ous in reference to the treaty in exist- 
ence—that the German Confederation 
and its allies would respect the neutrality 
of Belgium, it being always understood 
that that neutrality would be respected 
by the other belligerent powers. That is 
valuable as a recognition in 1870 on the 
part of Germany of the sacredness of 
these treaty rights. 

What was our own attitude? The 
people who laid down the attitude of the 
British Government were Lord Granville 
in the House of Lords and Mr. Gladstone 
in the House of Commons. Lord Gran- 
ville on the 8th August, 1870, used these 
words. He said: 

We might have explained to the coun- 
try and to foreign nations that we could 
not think this country was bound either 
morally or internationally, or that its 
interests were concerned in the mainte- 
nance of the neutrality of Belgium; though 
this course might have had some con- 
veniences, though it mignt have been easy 
to adhere to it, though it might have saved 
us from some immediate danger, it is a 
course which her Majesty’s Government 
thought it impossible to adopt in the name 
of the country with any due regard to the 
country’s honor or to the country’s inter- 
ests. 

Mr. Gladstone spoke as follows two 
days later: 


There is, I admit, the obligation of the 
treaty. It is not necessary, nor wouid 
time permit me, to enter into the com- 
plicated question of the nature of the 
obligations of that treaty; but I am not 
able to subscribe to the doctrine of those 
who have held in this House what plainly 
amounts to an assertion, that the simple 
fact of the existence of a guarantee is 
binding on every party to it, irrespective- 
ly altogether of the particular position 
in which it may find itself at the time 
when the occasion for acting on the 
guarantee arises. The great authorities 
upon foreign policy to whom I have been 
accustomed to listen, such as Lord Aber- 
“deen and Lord Palmerston, never to my 
knowledge took that rigid and, if I may 
venture to say so, that impracticable view 
of the guarantee. The circumstance, that 
there is already an existing guarantee in 
force, is, of necessity, an important fact, 
and a weighty element in the case, to 
which we are bound to give full and 
ample consideration. There is also this 
further consideration, the force of which 
we must all feel most deeply, and that is, 
the common interests against the unmeas- 
ured aggrandizement of any power what- 
ever, 


The treaty is an old treaty—1839—and 
that was the view taken of it in 1870. 
It is one of those treaties which are 
founded, not only on consideration for 
Belgium, which benefits under the treaty, 
but in the interests of those who guaran- 
tee the neutrality of Belgium. The honor 
and interests are, at least, as strong to- 
day as in 1870, and we cannot take a 
more narrow view or a less serious view 
of our obligations, and of the importance 
of those obligations, than was taken by 
Mr. Gladstone’s Government in 1870. 


I will read to the House what took 
place last week on this subject. When 
mobilization was beginning, I knew that 
this question must be a most important 
element in our policy—a most important 
subject for the House of Commons. I 
telegraphed at the same time in similar 
terms to both Paris and Berlin to say 
that it was essential for us to know 
whether the French and German Gov- 
ernments respectively were prepared to 
undertake an engagement to respect the 
neutrality of Belgium. These are the re- 
plies. I got from the French Govern- 
ment this reply: 

The French Government are resolved to 


respect the neutrality of Belgium, and it 
would only be in the event of some other 
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power violating that neutrality that France 
might find herself under the necessity, in 
order to assure the defense of her secu- 
rity, to act otherwise. This assurance has 
been given several times. The President 
of the Republic spoke of it to the King 
of the Belgians, and the French Minister 
at Brussels has spontaneously renewed 
the assurance to the Belgian Minister of 
Foreign Affairs today. 

From the German Government the 

reply was: 

The Secretary of State for Foreign Af- 
fairs could not possibly give an answer 
before consulting the Emperor and the 
Imperial Chancellor. 


Sir Edward Goschen, to whom I had 
said it was important to have an answer 
soon, said he hoped the answer would 
not be too long delayed. The German 
Minister for Foreign Affairs then gave 
Sir Edward Goschen to understand that 
he rather doubted whether they could 
answer at all, as any reply they might 
give could not fail, in the event of war, 
to have the undesirable effect of disclos- 
ing, to a certain extent, part of their plan 
of campaign. I telegraphed at the same 
time to Brussels to the Belgian Govern- 
ment, and I got the following reply from 
Sir Francis Villiers: 

Belgium expects and desires that other 
powers will observe and uphold her 
neutrality, which she intends to maintain 
to the utmost of her power. In so in- 
forming me, Minister for Foreign Affairs 
said, that, in the event of the violation of 
the neutrality of their territory, they be- 
lieved that they were in a position to de- 
fend themselves against intrusion, The 
relations between Belgium and her neigh- 
bors were excellent, and there was no 
reason to suspect their intentions; but he 
thought it well, nevertheless, to be pre- 
pared against emergencies. 

It now appears from the news I have 
received today—which has come quite 
recently, and I am not yet quite sure 
how far it has reached me in an accurate 
form—that an ultimatum has been given 
to Belgium by Germany, the object of 
which was to offer Belgium friendly re- 
lations with Germany on condition that 
she would facilitate the passage of Ger- 
man troops through Belgium. Well, Sir, 
until one has these things absolutely 
definitely, up to the last moment, I do 
not wish to say all that one would say 
if one were in a position to give the 
House full, complete, and absolute infor- 
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mation upon the point. We were sounded 
in the course of last week as to whether, 
if a guarantee were given that, after 
the war, Belgian integrity would be pre- 
served, that would content.us. We re- 
plied that we could not bargain away 
whatever interests or obligations we had 
in Belgian neutrality. 


Shortly before I reached the House I 
was informed that the following tele- 
gram had been received from the King 
of the Belgians by our King—King 
George: 

Remembering the numerous proofs of 
your Majesty’s friendship and that of 
your predecessors, and the friendly atti- 
tude of England in 1870, and the poof of 
friendship she has just given us again, 
I make a supreme appeal to the diplomatic 
intervention of your Majesty’s Govern- 
ment to safeguard the integrity of Bel- 
glum. 

Diplomatic intervention took place last 
week on our part. What can diplomatic 
intervention do now? We have great 
and vital interests in the independence— 
and integrity is the least part—of Bel- 
gium. If Belgium is compelled to submit _ 
to allow her neutrality to be violated, of 
course the situation is clear. Even if by 
agreement she admitted the violation of 
her neutrality, it is clear she could only 
do so under duress. The smaller States 
in that region of Europe ask but one 
thing. Their one desire is that they 
should be left alone and independent. The 
one thing they fear is, I think, not so 
much that their integrity but that their 
independence should be interfered with. 
If in this war which is before Europe the 
neutrality of one of those countries is 
violated, if the troops of one of the com- 
batants violate its neutrality and no 
action be taken to resent it, at the end 
of the war, whatever the integrity may 
be, the independence will be gone. 

I have one further quotation from Mr. 
Gladstone as to what he thought about 
the independence of Belgium. It will be 
found in “ Hansard,” Vol..203, Page 1,787. 
I have not had time to read the whole 
speech and verify the context, but the 
thing seems to me so clear that no con- 
text could make any difference to the 
meaning of it. Mr. Gladstone said: 

We have an interest in the independence 

of Belgium which is wider than that 
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which we may have in the literal opera- 
tion of the guarantee. It is found in 
the answer to the question whether, under 
the circumstances of the case, this coun- 
try, endowed as it is with influence and 
power, would quietly stand by and witness 
the perpetration of the direst crime that 
ever stained the pages of history, and 
thus become participators in the sin. 

No, Sir, if it be the case that there has 
been anything in the nature of an ultima- 
tum to Belgium, asking her to compro- 
mise or violate her neutrality, whatever 
may have been offered to her in return, 
her independence is gone if that holds. 
If her independence goes, the independ- 
ence of Holland will follow. I ask the 
House from the point of view of British 
interests to consider what may be at 
stake. If France is beaten in a struggle 
of life and death, beaten to her knees, 
loses her position as a great power, be- 
comes subordinate to the will and power 
of one greater than herself—conse- 
quences which I do not anticipate, be- 
cause I am sure that France has the 
power to defend herself with all the 
energy and ability and patriotism which 
she has shown so often—still, if that 
were to happen, and if Belgium fell under 
the same dominating influence, and-then 
Holland, and then Denmark, then would 
not Mr. Gladstone’s words come true, 
that just opposite to us there would be a 
common interest against the unmeasured 
aggrandizement of any power? 


It may be said, I suppose, that we 
might stand aside, husband our strength, 
and that, whatever happened in the 
course of this war, at the end of it inter- 
vene with effect to put things right, and 
to adjust them to our own point of view. 
If, in a crisis ljke this, we run away 
from those obligations of honor and 
interest as regards the Belgian treaty, 
I doubt whether, whatever material force 
we might have at the end, it would be 
of very much value in face of the 
respect that we should have lost. And 
do not believe, whether a great power 
stands outside this war or not, it is going 
to be in a position at the end of it to 
exert its superior strength. For us, with 
a powerful fleet, which we believe able 
to protect our commerce, to protect our 
shores, and to protect our interests, if we 


are engaged in war, we shall suffer but 
little more than we shall suffer even if 
we stand aside. 

We are going to suffer, I am afraid, 
terribly in this war, whether we are in it 
or whether we stand aside. Foreign 
trade is going to stop, not because the 
trade routes are closed, but because there 
is no trade at the other end. Continental 
nations engaged in war—all their popu- 
lations, all their energies, all their wealth, 
engaged in a desperate struggle—they 
cannot carry on the trade with us that 
they are carrying on in times of peace, 
whether we are parties to the war or 
whether we are not. I do not believe for 
a moment that at the end of this war, 
even if we stood aside and remained 
aside, we should be in a position, a ma- 
terial position, to use our force decisive- 
ly to undo what had happened in the 
course of the war, to prevent the whole 
of the west of Europe opposite to us—if 
that had been the result of the war—fall- 
ing under the domination of a single 
power, and I am quite sure that our 
moral position would be such as to have 
lost us all respect. I can only say that 
I have put the question of Belgium some- 
what hypothetically, because I am not 
yet sure of all the facts, but, if the facts 
turn out to be as they have reached us 
at present, it is quite clear that there is 
an obligation on this country to do its 
utmost to prevent the consequences to 
which those facts will lead if they are 
undisputed. 


I have read to the House the only en- 
gagements that we have yet taken defi- 
nitely with regard to the use of force. I 
think it is due to the House to say that 
we have taken no engagement yet with 
regard to sending an expeditionary armed 
force out of the country. Mobilization 
of the fleet has taken place; mobilization 
of the army is taking place; but we have 
as yet taken no engagement, because I 
feel that—in the case of a European con- 
flagration such as this, unprecedented, 
with our enormous responsibilities in 
India and other parts of the empire, or 
in countries in British occupation, with 
all the unknown factors—we must take — 
very carefully into consideration the use 
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which we make of sending an expedition- 
ary force out of the country until we 
know how we stand. One thing I would 
say. 

The one bright spot in the whole of 
this terrible situation is Ireland. The 
general feeling throughout Ireland—and 
- I would like this to be clearly understood 
abroad—does not make the-Irish ques- 
tion a consideration which we feel we 
have now to take into account. I have 
told the House how far we have at pres- 
ent gone in commitments and the condi- 
tions which influence our policy, and I 
have put to the House and dwelt at 
length upon how vital is the condition of 
the neutrality of Belgium. 

What other policy is there before the 
House? There is but one way in which 
the Government could make certain at 
the present moment of keeping outside 
this war, and that would be that it should 
immediately issue a proclamation of un- 
conditional neutrality. We cannot do 
that. We have made the commitment to 
France that I have read to the House 
which prevents us doing that. We have 
got the consideration of Belgium which 
prevents us also from any unconditional 
neutrality, and, without these conditions 
absolutely satisfied and satisfactory, we 
are bound not to shrink from proceeding 
to the use of all the forces in our power. 
If we did take that line by saying, ‘‘ We 
will have nothing whatever to do with 
this matter” under no conditions—the 
Belgian treaty obligations, the possible 
position in the Mediterranean, with dam- 
age to British interests, and what may 
happen to France from our failure to 
support France—if we were to say that 
all those things mattered nothing, were 
as nothing, and to say we would stand 
aside, we should, I believe, sacrifice our 
respect and good name and reputation 
before the world, and should not escape 
the most serious and grave economic 
consequences. 

My object has been to explain the view 
of the Government, and to place before 
the House the issue and the choice. I 
do not for a moment conceal, after what 
I have said, and after the information, 
incomplete as it is, that I have given to 
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the House with regard to Belgium, that 
we must be prepared, and we are pre- 
pared, for the consequences of having to. 
use all the strength we have at any mo- 
ment—we know not how soon—to defend 
ourselves and to take our part. We 
know, if the facts all be as I have stated 
them, though I have announced no in- 
tending aggressive action on our part, no 
final decision to resort to force at a mo- 
ment’s notice, until we know the whole 
of the case, that the use of it may be 
forced upon us. As far as the forces of 
the Crown are concerned, we are ready. 
I believe the Prime Minister and my 
right honorable friend the First Lord of 
the Admiralty have no doubt whatever 
that the readiness and the efficiency of 
those forces were never at a higher mark 
than they are today, and never was there 
a time when confidence was more justi- 
fied in the power of the navy to protect 
our commerce and to protect our shores. 
The thought is with us always of the 
suffering and misery entailed, from which 
no country in Europe will escape by ab- 
stention, and from which no neutrality 
will save us. The amount of harm that 
can be done by an enemy ship to our 
trade is infinitesimal, compared with the 
amount of harm that must be done by 
the economic condition that is caused on 
the Continent. 

The most awful responsibility is rest- 
ing upon the Government in deciding 
what to advise the House of Commons 
to do. We have disclosed our mirds to 
the House of Commons. We have dis- 
closed the issue, the information which 
we have, and made clear to the House, I 
trust, that we are prepared to face that 
situation, and that should it develop, as 
probably it may develop, we will face it. 
We worked for peace up to the last mo- 
ment, and beyond the last moment. How 
hard, how persistently, and how earnestly 
we strove for peace last week the House 
will see from the papers that will be 
before it. 

But that is over, as far as the peace of 
Europe is concerned. We are now face 
to face with a situation and all the con- 
sequences which it may yet have to un- 
fold. We believe we shall have the sup- 
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port of the House at large in proceeding 
to whatever the consequences may be 
and whatever measures may be forced 
upon us by the development of facts or 
action taken by others. I believe the 
country, so quickly has the situation been 
forced upon it, has not had time to realize 
the issue. It perhaps is still thinking of 
the quarrel between Austria and Servia, 
and not the complications of this matter 
which have grown out of the quarrel be- 
tween Austria and Servia. Russia and 
Germany we know are at war. We do 
not yet know officially that Austria, the 
ally whom Germany is to support, is yet 
at war with Russia. We know that a 
good deal has been happening on the 
French frontier. We do not know that 
the German Ambassador has left Paris. 

The situation has developed so rapidly 
that technically, as regards the condition 
of the war, it is most difficult to descrike 
what has actually happened. I wanted 
to bring out the underlying issues which 
would affect our own conduct, and our 
own policy, and to put them clearly. I 
have now put the vital facts before the 
House, and if, as seems not improbable, 
we are forced, and rapidly forced, to take 
our stand upon those issues, then I be- 
lieve, when the country realizes what is 
at stake, what the real issues are, the 
magnitude of the impending dangers in 
the west of Europe, which I have en- 
deavored to describe to the House, we 
shall be supported throughout, not only 
by the House of Commons, but by the 
determination, the_resolution, the cour- 
age, and the endurance of the whole coun- 
try. - 


GERMANY AND BELGIUM. 


Further Statement by Sir Edward Grey 

in House of Commons, Aug. 3, 1914. 

I want to give the House some infor- 
mation which I have received, and which 
was not in my possession when I made 
iny statement this afternoon. It is in- 
formation I have received from the Bel- 
gian Legation in London, and is to the 
following effect: 


Germany sent yesterday evening at 7 
o’clock a note proposing to Belgium 


friendly neutrality, covering free passage 
on Belgian territory, and promising main- 
tenance of independence of the kingdom 
and possession at the conclusion of peace, 
and threatening, in case of refusal, to 
treat Belgium as an enemy. A time limit 
of twelve hours was fixed for the reply. 
The Belgians have answered that an at- 
tack on their neutrality would be a fla- 
grant violation of the riglts of nations, 
and that to accept the German proposal 
would be to sacrifice the honor of a na- 
tion. Conscious of its duty, Belgium is 
firmly resolved to repel aggression by all 
possible means. 

Of course, I can only say that the Gov- 
ernment are prepared to take into grave 
consideration the information which they 
have received. I make no further com- 


ment upon it. 


UNHESITATING SUPPORT. 


Statement by Bonar Law, Opposition 

Leader, in House of Commons, Aug. 3. 

The right honorable gentleman has 
made an appeal for support and it is 
necessary that I should say a word or 
two, but they shall be very few. I wish 
to say in the first place that I do not 
believe there is a single member in this 
House who doubts that not only the right 
honorable gentleman himself, but the 
Government which he represents, have 
done everything in their power up to the 
last moment to preserve peace. [Cheers.] 
And I think we may be sure that if any 
other course is taken it is because it is 
forced upon them and that they have 
absolutely no alternative. [Cheers.] One 
thing only further I should like to say. ~ 
The right honorable gentleman spoke of 
the bright spot in the picture which only 
a day or two ago was a black spot in the 
political horizon. Everything that he 
has said I am sure is true and I should 
like to say this further—that if the con- 
tingencies which he has not put into 
words, but which are in all our minds 
as possible, arise, then we have already 
had indications that there is another 
bright spot—that every one of his Ma- 
jesty’s dominions beyond the seas will 
be behind us in whatever act it is neces- 
sary to take. [Cheers.] This only I 
should add. The Government already 
know, but I give them now the assurance 
on behalf of the party of which I am 


Z 


FIRST WARNINGS OF EUROPE’S PERIL 291 


leader in this House, that in whatever 
steps they think it necessary to take for 
the honor and security of this country 
they can rely upon the unhesitating sup- 
port of the Opposition. [Loud Minis- 
terial and Opposition cheers. ] 


CHANGED IRISH FEELING. 


Statement in House of Commons, Aug. 3, 
by John E. Redmond, M. P. 


I hope the House will not consider it 
improper on my part in the grave cir- 
cumstances in which we are assembled if 
I intervene for a very few moments. I 
was moved a great deal by that sentence 
in the speech of the Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs in which he said that 
the one bright spot in the situation was 
the changed feeling in Ireland. In past 
times, when this empire has been en- 
gaged in these terrible enterprises it is 
true—it would be the utmost affectation 
and folly on my part to deny it—the 
sympathy of the Nationalists of Ireland, 
for reasons to be found deep down in 
centuries of history, has been estranged 
from this country. But allow me to say 
that what has occurred in recent years has 
altered the situation completely. [Min- 
isterial cheers.] I must not touch, and 
I may be trusted not to touch, on any 
controversial topics, but this I may be 
allowed to say—that a wider knowledge 
of the real facts of Irish history have, I 
think, altered the view of the democracy 
of this country toward the Irish ques- 
tion, and today I honestly believe that 
the democracy of Ireland will turn with 
the utmost anxiety and sympathy to this 
country in every trial and every danger 
that may overtake it. [General cheers.] 
There is a possibility at any rate of 
history repeating itself. The House will 
remember that in 1778, at the end of the 

disastrous American war, when it might, 
I think, truly be said that the military 
power of this country was almost at its 
lowest ebb, and when the shores of Ire- 
land were threatened with foreign in- 
vasion, a body of 100,000 Irish volun- 
teers sprang into existence for the pur- 
pose of defending her shores. At first 
no Catholic—ah! how sad the reading of 


the history of those days is—was allowed 
to be enrolled in that body of volunteers, 
and yet from the very first day the 
Catholics of the South and West sub- 
scribed money and sent it toward the 
arming of their Protestant fellow- 
countrymen. Ideas widened as time went 
on, and finally the Catholics in the South 
were armed and enrolled brothers in 
arms with their fellow-countrymen of a 
different creed in the North. May his- 
tory repeat itself! [Cheers.] Today 
there are in Ireland two large bodies of 
volunteers. One of them sprang into 
existence in the North. Another has 
sprung into existence in the South. I 
say to the Government that they may 
tomorrow withdraw every one of their 
troops from Ireland. [General cheers.] 
I say that the coasts of Ireland will be 
defended from foreign invasion by her 
armed sons, and for this purpose armed 
Nationalist Catholics in the South will 
be only too glad to join arms with the © 
armed Protestant Ulstermen in the 
North. [Cheers.] Is it too much to 
hope that out of this situation there may 
spring a result which will be good not 
merely for the empire, but good for the 
future welfare and integrity of the Irish 
Nation. [Cheers.] I ought to apologize 
for having intervened [cries of “No”], 
but while Irishmen generally are in favor 
of peace, and would desire to save the 
democracy of this country from all the 
horrors of war, while we would make 
any possible sacrifice for that purpose, 
still if the dire necessity is forced upon 
this country we offer to the Govern- 
ment of the day that they may take 
their troops away, and that if it is al- 
lowed to us in comradeship with our 
brethren in the North we will ourselves 
defend the coasts of our country. [Loud 
cheers. ] 


GREAT BRITAIN’S 
ULTIMATUM TO GERMANY. 


Prime Minister Asquith Explains Its 
Nature in House of Commons, 
Aug. 4, 1914. 

Mr. Bonar Law—I wish to ask the 
Prime Minister whether he has any 
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statement that he can now make to the 
House? 

The Prime Minister (Mr. Asquith)— 
In conformity with the statement of pol- 
icy made here by my right honorable 
friend the Foreign Secretary yesterday, 
a telegram was early this morning sent 
by him to our Ambassador in Berlin. It 
was to this effect: 


The King of the Belgians has made an 
appeal to his Majesty the King for dip- 
lomatic intervention on behalf of. Bel- 
gium. His Majesty’s Government are 
also informed that the German Govern- 
ment have delivered to the Belgian Gov- 
ernment a note poposing friendly neu- 
tality entailing free passage through Bel- 
gian territory, and promising to maintain 
the independence and integrity of the 
kingdom and its possessions at the con- 
clusion of peace, threatening in case of 
refusal to treat Belgium as an enemy. 
An answer was requested within twelve 
hours. We also understand that Bel- 
gium has categorically refused this as a 
flagrant violation of the law of nations. 
His Majesty’s Government are bound to 
protest against this violation of a treaty 
to which Germany is a party in common 
with themselves, and must request an as- 
surance that the demand made upon Bel- 
gium may not be proceeded with, and 
that her neutrality will be respected by 
Germany, You should ask for an immedi- 
ate reply. 

We received this morning from our 
Minister at Brussels the following tele- 
gram; 

German Minister has this morning ad- 
dressed note to the Belgian Minister for 
Foreign Affairs stating that, as Belgian 
Government have declined the well- 
intended proposals submitted to them by 
the Imperial Government, the latter will, 
deeply to their regret, be compelled to 
carry out, if necessary by force of arms, 
the measures considered indispensable in 
view of the French menaces. 


Simultaneously — almost immediately 
afterward—we received from the Belgian 
Legation here in London the following 
telegram: 

General Staff announces that territory 
,has been violated at Gemmenich (near 

Aix-la-Chapelle). 

Subsequent information tended to show 
that the German force has penetrated 
still further into Belgian territory. We 
also received this morning from the Ger- 
man Ambassador here the telegram sent 
to him by the German Foreign Secre- 


tary, and communicated by the Ambas- 
sador to us. It is in these terms: 


Please dispel any mistrust that may 
subsist on the part of the British Gov- 
ernment with regard to our intentions by 
repeating most positively formal assur- 
ance that, even in the case of armed con- 
flict with Belgium, Germany will, under 
no pretense whatever, annex Belgian 
territory, Sincerity of this declaration is 
borne out by fact that we ‘solemnly 
pledged our word to Holland strictly to 
respect her neutality. It is obvious that 
we could not profitably annex Belgic ter- 
ritory without making at the same time 
territorial acquisitions at expense of Hol- 
land. Please impress upon Sir E. Grey 
that German Army could not be exposed 
to French attack across Belgium, which 
was planned according to absolutely un- 
impeachable information. Germany had 
consequently to. disregard Belgian neu- 
trality, it being for her a question of life 
or death to prevent French advance. 


I have to add this on behalf of his 
Majesty’s Government: We cannot re- 
gard this as in any sense a satisfactory 
communication. We have, in reply to it, 
repeated the request we made last week 
to the German Government, that they 
should give us the same assurance in 
regard to Belgian neutrality as was 
given to us and to Belgium by France 
last week. We have asked that a reply 
to that request and a satisfactory answer 
to the telegram of this morning—which 
I have read to the House—should be 
given before midnight. 


PENETRATION OF 
BELGIAN TERRITORY. 


Statement by Prime Minister Asquith in 
House of Commons, Aug. 5. 


Mr. Bonar Law—May I ask the Prime 
Minister if he has any information he 
can give us today? 

The Prime Minister—Our Ambassador 
at Berlin received his passports at 7 
o’clock last evening and since 11 o’clock 
last night a state of war has existed be- 
tween Germany and ourselves. _ 

We have received from our Minister 
at Brussels the following telegram: 


I have just received from Minister for 
Foreign Affairs [that is the Belgian 
Minister for Foreign Afafirs] a note of 
which the following is a literal transla- 
ticn: 


” 
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“Belgian Government regret to have 
_to inform his Majesty’s Government that 
this morning armed forces of Germany 
penetrated into Belgian territory in vio- 
lation of engagements assumed by treaty. 

“ Belgian Government are further re- 
solved to resist by all means in their 
power. 

** Belgium appeals to Great Britain and 
France and Russia to co-operate, as guar- 
antors in defense of her territory. 
~**There would be concerted and com- 
mon action with the object of resisting 
the forcible measures employed by Ger- 
many against Belgium, and at the same 
time of guarding the maintenance for 
future of the independence and integrity 
of Belgium. ‘ 

**Belgium is happy to be able to de- 
clare that she will assume defense of 
her fortified places.’’ 


We have also received today from the 
French Ambassador here the following 


telegram received by the French Gov- 
ernment from the French Minister at 
Brussels: 


The Chef du Cabinet of the Belgian 
Ministry of War has asked the French 
Military Attaché to prepare at once for 
the co-operation and contact of French 
troops with the Belgian Army pending 
the results of the appeal to the guaran- 
teeing powers now being made. Orders 
have, therefore, been given to Belgian 
Provincial Governors not to regard move- 
ments of French troops as a violation of 
the frontier. 


This is all the information I am at the 
moment able to give to the House, but 
I take the opportunity of giving notice 
that tomorrow, in Committee of Sup- 


ply, I shall move a vote of credit of 
£100,000,000. 


Great Britain’s Mobilization 


Measures Taken Throughout the Empire Upon the Outbreak of War. 


Message from King George V. to the 
House of Commons, Aug. 5. 

Mr. Asquith then proceeded to the bar 
amid cheers and, on being called upon 
by the Speaker, announced: A message 
from his Majesty signed by his own hand. 
The announcement was received with 
loud cheers, which were continued as Mr. 
Asquith advanced up the floor and 
handed the document to the Speaker. All 
the members uncovered. 


The Speaker read the message as fol- 
lows: 


The present state of public affairs in 
Europe constituting in the opinion of his 
Majesty a case of great emergency within 
the meaning of the acts of Parliament in 
that behalf, his Majesty deems it proper 
to provide additional means for the mili- 
tary service and,. therefore, in pursuance 
of these acts his Majesty has thought it 
right to communicate to the House of 
Commons that his Majesty is by proclama- 
tion about to order that the army reserve 
shall be called out on permanent service, 
that soldiers who would otherwise be en- 
titled in pursuance of the terms of their~ 
enlistment to be transferred to the reserve 
shall continue in army service for such 
period not exceeding the period for which 
they might be required to serve if they 
were transferred to the reserve and 
called out for permanent service as to his 
Majesty may seem expedient; and that 
such directions aS may Seem necessary 
may be given for embodying the terri- 
torial force and for making such special 
arrangements as may be proper with re- 
gard to units or individuals whose services 
may be required in other than a military 
capacity.—Signed by his Majesty in his 
own hand. 


KING TO BRITAIN’S FLEET. 


Message from George V. to Admiral Sir 
John Jellicoe, Aug. 5. 

At this grave moment in our national 
history I send to you, and through you to 
the officers and men of the fleets of 
which you have assumed command, the 


assurance of my confidence that under 
your direction they will revive and re- 
new the old glories of the royal navy, 
and prove once again the sure shield of 
Britain and of her empire in the hour 
of trial. GEORGE R. I. 


NAPOLEONISM ONCE AGAIN. 


Speech by Bonar Law, Opposition Leader, 
in House of Commons, Aug. 6. 


No Minister has ever-fulfilled a duty 
more responsible or in regard to which 
the responsibility was more acutely felt 
than that which has just been fulfilled 
by the right honorable gentleman. This 
is not a time for speech-making, and I 
should have been quite ready to leave 
the statement which he has given to the 
committee as the expression of the view, 
not of a party, but of a nation. [Cheers. ] 
But as this, I think, will be the only op- 
portunity which will be given for ex- 
pressing the views of a large section of 
this House, I feel that I am bound to 
make it clear to the committee and to 
the country what is the attitude of his 
Majesty’s Opposition on this question. 
There are two things which I desire to 
impress upon the committee. The first 
is that we have dreaded war and have 
longed for peace as strongly as any sec- 
tion of this committee; and the second is 
that in our belief we are in a state of 
war against our will, and that we, as a 
nation, have done everything in our 
power to prevent such a condition of 
things arising. [Cheers.] When this 
crisis first arose I confess that I was one 
of those who had the impulse to hope 
that even though a European conflagra- 
tion took place we might be able to stay 
out. I had that hope strongly. But in a 
short time I became convinced that into 
this war we should inevitably be drawn 
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and that it really was a question only 
whether we should enter it honorably 
or be dragged into it with dishonor. 
[Cheers. ] 


Folly and Wickedness. 


I remember that on the first occasion 
after the retirement of my right honor- 
able friend (Mr. Balfour) when I had to 
speak on foreign affairs I made this 
statement. It perhaps is wrong, though 
I do not think so even yet. I said that 
if ever war arose between Great Britain 
and Germany it would not be due to in- 


evitable causes, for I did not believe in ~ 


an inevitable war, but it would be due to 
human folly. [Cheers.] It is due to 
human folly and to human wickedness 
[cheers], but neither the folly nor the 
wickedness is here. [Cheers.] What 
other course was open to us? It is 
quite true, as the Foreign Secretary 
explained to the House the other day, 


that we were under no formal obligations . 


to take part in such a struggle. But 
every member in this House knows that 
the entente meant this in the minds of 
this Government and of every other Gov- 
ernment, that if any of the three powers 
were attacked aggressively the others 
would be expected to step in and to give 
their aid. [‘“Hear, hear!”] The question, 
therefore, to my mind was this: Was this 
war in any way provoked by those who 
will now be our allies? No one who has 
read the “ White Paper ” can hesitate to 
answer that question. I am not going to 
go into it even as fully as the Prime Min- 
ister has done; but I would remind the 
House of this, that in this “ White Pa- 
per” is contained a statement made by 
the German Ambassador, I think at Vi- 
enna, that Russia was not in a condition 
and could not go to war. And in the 
same letter are found these words: “ As 
for Germany, she knew very well what 
she was about in backing up Austria- 
‘Hungary in this matter.” Now, every 
one for years has known that the key to 
peace or war lay in Berlin, and at this 
crisis no one doubts that Berlin, if it 
had chosen, could have prevented this 
terrible conflict. [Cheers.] I am afraid 
that the miscalculation which was made 


about Russia was made also about us. 
The dispatch which the right honorable 
gentleman referred to is a dispatch of a 
nature which I believe would not have 
been addressed to Great Britain if it 
had been believed that our hands were 
free and that we held the position which 
we had always held before the entente. 
That, at least, is my belief. 


Napolecnism Without a Napoleon. 


We are fighting, as the Prime Minister 
said, for the honor and, what with the 
honor is bound up always, the interest of 
our nation. But we are fighting also for 
the whole basis of the civilization for 
which we stand and for which Europe 
stands. [Cheers.] I do not wish, any 
more than the Prime Minister, to in- 
flame passion. I only ask the House to 
consider one aspect. Look at the way 
Belgium is being treated today. There 
is a report—if it is not true now it may 
be true tomorrow—that the City of Liége 
is invaded by German troops and that 
civilians, as in the days of the Middle 
Ages, are fighting for their hearths and 
homes against trained troops. How has 
that been brought about? In a state of 
war, war must be waged. But remember 
that this plan is not of today or of yes- 
terday; that it has been long matured; 
that the Germans knew that they would 
have this to face; and that they were 
ready to take-the course which they took 
the other day of saying to Belgium, 
“Destroy your independence. Allow our 
troops to go through, or we will come 
down upon you with a might which it is 
impossible for you to resist.” If we had 
allowed that to be done, our position as 
one of the great nations of the world 
and our honor as one of the nations of 
the world would in my opinion have been 
gone forever. [Cheers.] This is no 
small struggle. It is the greatest, per- 
haps, that this country has ever engaged 
in. It is Napoleonism once--again. 
[“Hear, hear!”] Thank Heaven, so far 
as we know, there is no Napoleon. | 

I am not going to say anything more 
about the causes of the war, for I do not 
desire to encourage controversy on this 
subject. But if I may be allowed to say 
so, I should like to say that I read yester- 
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day with real pleasure an article in a 
paper which does not generally commend 
itself to me—The Manchester Guardian. 
[“ Hear, hear!”] In that article it still 
held that the war ought not to have been 
entered upon; but it took this view, that 
that was a question for history, and that 
now we are in it there is only one ques- 
tion for us, and that is to bring it to a 
successful issue. [Cheers.] 

Sir, I have full sympathy far more 
than at any other time for the Prime 
Minister and the Foreign Secretary. I 
can imagine nothing more terrible than 
that the Foreign Secretary should have 
a feeling that perhaps he has brought 
his country into an unnecessary war. 
No feeling could be worse. I can say 
this, and, whether we are right or wrong, 
the whole House agrees with it, I am 
sure, that that is a burden which the 
right honorable gentleman can carry with 
a good conscience, [cheers,] and that 
every one of us can put up unhesitatingly 
this prayer: ‘‘May God defend the 
right.” 

Trade and Food Supplies. 

I should tike, if I may, to pass to an- 
other topic, for this is the only oppor- 
tunity I can have. Consider the condi- 
tions under which this war is going to 
be carried on. I was pleased to hear the 
Prime Minister say the other day in 
answer to a-speech of the honorable 
member for Merthyr Tydvil—he has de- 
veloped it in describing the terms of this 
vote of credit—that he realized, as we all 
must realize, that in a country situated 
like ours the development of industry 
and the supply of food at home is just 
as much an operation of war as the con- 
duct of our armed forces. [Cheers.] I 
do not wish to minimize our difficulties, 
but I am quite sure—as sure as I can 
be of anything—that there is no danger 
of a scarcity of food. [‘Hear, hear!’’] 
The onty danger is the fear of a scarcity 
of food. [“Hear, hear!”] Every one 
who nas been in business knows that 
what causes panic prices is not an actual 
scarcity at the time, but a fear of scar- 
city coming. This is a ease where every 
one of us must do all he can to impress 
upon the people of this country that 


there is, as I believe, no danger. 
[Cheers.] Here I should like to give one 
warning note. Remember—at least I 
believe it—that this war, unexpected by 
us, is not unexpected by our enemies; 
and I chall be greatly surprised if we 
do not find that at first on our trade 
routes there is a destruction of our 
property which might create a panic. 
That is inevitable, I think, at the outset. 
Let us be prepared for it, and let us 
realize that it has no bearing whatever 
on the ultimate course of the war. 
[Cheers. ] 

There is something else which I think 
it is important to say. We had a discus- 
sion yesterday about credit. That is the 
basis. of a successful war, as it is of 
every ranch of industry at this moment. 
I think the Government have taken the 
right course. I have followed it closely, 
and I know that they have been sup- 
ported by those who best understand the 
situation. I think the danger is -min- 
imized as much as it can be. But, after 
all, the question of credit really depends 
on what we believe is going to be the 
effect of this war upon our trade and 
our industry. 


The Command of the Sea. 

I hope the House will not think that I - 
am too optimistic, but I do think there 
is a danger of our taking too gloomy a 
view of what the effects will be, [“ Hear, 
hear! ”] and, by taking that gloomy 
view, helping to bring about the very 
state of things which we all desire to 
avert. Again I wish to guard myself 
against seeming to be too hopeful; but 
let us look at the effect as if we were 
examining a chess problem. If we keep 
the command of the sea, what is going to 
happen? It all depends on that. I ad- 
mit that if that goes the position is 
gloomy indeed; but of that I have no 
fear. [Cheers.] If we keep the com- 
mand of the sea what is going to hap-. 
pen? Five-sixths of our production is 
employed in the home trade. What goes 
abroad is very important, and, of course, 
if the population which supplies this one- 
sixth were thrown out of work that would 
react on the whole. But, after all, the 
total amount of our exports to all the 
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European countries which are now at 
-war is only a small part of our total ex- 
ports. There is here no question of fiscal 
policy. We are far beyond that. It isa 
question of fact. Our total exports to all 
the countries which are now at war do 
not, in my belief—I have not looked into 
the figures—exceed our exports to India 
and Australia taken alone. Now, con- 
sider this, we shall have freedom of trade, 
if the command of the sea is maintained, 
with the colonies and with the whole of 
the American Continent, while, unfor- 
tunately for them, both our allies and our 
enemies will not be competing with us in 
these markets. Look at it as a problem. 
I think we have a right to believe, not 
that trade will be good, but that it will 
be much more nearly normal than is gen- 
erally supposed. [Cheers.] I hope the 
House will not think that that is a useless 
thing to say at such a time. [Cheers.] 

There is one thing more only I wish 
to say. This is the affair of the nation. 


Every one would desire to help. There. 


will be a great deal of work to be done 
which cannot be done by the Govern- 
ment. I was glad the Prime Minister 
has -already asked the co-operation of 
my right honorable friends the mem- 
bers for West Birmingham and the 
Strand. They gladly came. But I am 
sure I speak not for this bench but for 
the whole of our party when I say that 
the Government has only got to requisi- 
tion any one of us and we will serve them 
and our country to the best of our ability. 
[Loud cheers.] 


PACT OF TRIPLE ENTENTE. 


Statement Issued by British Foreign 
Office, Sept. 5. 


DECLARATION. 


The undersigned duly authorized there- 
to by the respective Governments hereby 
declare as follows: 

The British, French, and Russian Gov- 
ernments mutually engage not to con- 
clude peace separately during the present 
war. The three Governments agree that 
when terms of peace come to be discussed 
no one of the Allies will demand terms of 

peace without the previous agreement of 


each of the other Allies. In faith whereof 
the undersigned have signed this declara- 
tion and have affixed thereto their seals. 

Done at London in triplicate the 5th 
day of September, 1914. 

E. GREY, his Britannic Majesty’s 
Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs. 

PAUL CAMBON, Ambassador Ex- 
traordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the French Republic. 

BENCKENDORFF, Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipoten- 
tiary of his Majesty the Em- 
peror of Russia. 


A COUNTERSTROKE. 


Semi-Official Statement in The London 
Times, Sept. 6. 

The declaration of the Allied Govern- 
ments that they will not conclude peace 
separately during the war or demand 
terms of peace without previous agree- 
ment with each other is an opportune 
counterstroke to the campaign initiated 
by Germany for the purpose of detaching 
France from Russia and especially from 
Britain. Overtures in this sense have 
doubtless been made to France. 

The German Government has not yet 
realized the strength of the moral forces 
it has ranged against itself by its wan- 
ton attack upon European civilization. It 
appears to imagine that, after having 
been sufficiently “punished” for her 
temerity in opposing the Kaiser’s hosts, 
France would be open to a bargain, under 
which she would be “let off” lightly on 
condition that she should agree to be- 
come the ally of Germany. 

This idea has been clearly expressed 
of late in the German press. It is based 
on the belief that the war was prepared 
by skillful British intrigues inspired by 
jealousy of Germany. German states- 
men cannot conceive that nations should 
fight for any cause loftier than material 
“interests.” Hence the constant mis- 
takes of their diplomacy and its failure 
to foresee that little Belgium would re- 
sist German pretensions or that England 
would go to war for “a scrap of paper.” 
Now they imagine that the determination 
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of France to fight to the last in defense 
of her honor and her superior civilization 
ean be undermined by an offer to miti- 
gate the material losses she may suffer 
from the war. 

The German view was most clearly ex- 
pressed in the remarkable dispatch to 
the Nieuwe Rotterdamsche Courant from 
its Berlin correspondent, which was re- 
produced in The Times of yesterday. 
Politicians in Berlin, he wrote, 


see in England the land which has brought 
about the outbreak of the war by finely 
played intrigue, in order to let dangerous 
Russia bleed herself to death, to the end 
that against Germany, even a victorious 
Germany, she may herself acquire great 
advantages, both in trade and on the Sea, 
and in order to make France entirely de- 
pendent upon her. The consequence of 
this opinion is in the highest degree re- 
markable. Whether you speak with a 
politician or with a porter or shoemaker, 
the same wish will always be expressed, 
We must, when we have beaten France, 
offer her peace on very acceptable terms 
in order to make her our ally to fight— 
against England. 


The German error, which the declara- 
tion of the Allies should go far to cor- 
rect, is all the more remarkable in view 
of the stipulations of the Austro-Ger- 
man Treaty of Alliance. Concluded in 
1879 by Bismarck and Andrassy, this 
treaty still governs the relationsip be- 
tween Germany and Austria-Hungary. 
Its first clause runs: 

Should, contrary to the hope and against 
the sincere wish of the two high contract- 
ing parties, one of the two empires be 
attacked by Russia, the high contracting 
parties are bound to stand by each other 
with the whole of the armed forces of 
their empires, and, in consequence thereof, 
only to conclude peace jointly and in 
agreement. 

However low the German estimate of 
the moral cohesion of France, Russia, 
and England, German statesmen must be 
singularly lacking in shrewdness if they 
suppose the Allies to be less alive than 
were Bismarck and Andrassy to the need 
for complete co-operation between allies, 
not only in war, but also in the -negotia- 
tion of peace. 

The futile German campaign for the 
detachment of France from her allies is, 
indeed, the most striking indication yet 
forthcoming of the misgivings with 


which the resolute action of the Allies 
is beginning to inspire the Kaiser and 
his Government. 


IMPERIAL MESSAGE TO 
THE BRITISH DOMINIONS. 


King George V. to the Self-Governing 
Peoples and the Empire of India, 
Sept. 9, 1914. 


To the Governments and Peoples of 
my Self-Governing Dominions: During 
the past few weeks the peoples of my 
whole empire at home and overseas have 
moved with one mind and purpose to 
confront and overthrow an unparalleled 
assault upon the continuity of civiliza- 
tion and the peace of mankind. 


The calamitous conflict is not of my 
seeking, my voice has been cast through- 
out on the side of peace. My Ministers 
earnestly strove to allay the causes of 
strife and to appease differences with 
which my empire was not concerned. 
Had I stood aside when, in defiance of 
pledges to -which my kingdom was a 
party, the soil of Belgium was violated 
and her cities laid desolate, when the 
very life of the French Nation was 
threatened with extinction, I should have 
sacrificed my honor and given to de- 
struction the liberties of my empire and 
of mankind. I rejoice that every part of 
the empire is with me in this decision. 


Paramount regard for treaty faith and 
the pledged word of rulers and peoples is 
the common heritage of Great Britain 
and of the empire. 


My peoples in the self-governing do- 
minions have shown beyond all doubt 
that they wholeheartedly indorse the 
grave decision which it was necessary to 
take. 

My personal knowledge of the loyalty 
and devotion of my oversea dominions 
had led me to expect that they would 
cheerfully make the great efforts and 
bear the great sacrifices which the pres- 
ent conflict entails. The full measure in 
which they have placed their services and 
resources at my disposal fills me with 
gratitude and I am proud to be able to 
show to the world that my peoples over- 


GREAT BRITAIN’S MOBILIZATION 


299 


sea are as determined as the people of 
the United Kingdom to prosecute a just 
cause to a successful end. 

The Dominion of Canada, the Com- 
monwealth of Australia, and the Domin- 
ion of New Zealand have placed at my 
disposal their naval forces, which have 
already rendered good service for the 
empire. Strong expeditionary forces 
are being prepared in Canada, in Aus- 
tralia, and in New Zealand for service 
at the front, and the Union of South 
Africa has released all British troops and 
has wndertaken important military re- 
sponsibilities the discharge of which will 
be of the utmost value to the empire. 
Newfoundland has doubled the numbers 
of its branch of the royal naval reserve 
and is sending a body of men to take 
part in the operations at the front. From 
the Dominion and Provincial Govern- 
ments of Canada large and welcome 
gifts of supplies are on their way for 


the use both of my naval and military. 


forces and for the relief of the distress 
in the United Kingdom which must in- 
evitably foliow in the wake of war. All 
parts of my oversea dominions have thus 
demonstrated in the most unmistakable 
manner the fundamental unity of the 
empire amid all its diversity’ of situa- 
tion and circumstance. 
Message to India. 

To the Princes and peoples of my In- 
dian Empire: Among the many inci- 
dents that have marked the unanimous 
uprising of the populations of my em- 
pire in defense of its unity and integrity, 
nothing has moved me more than the 
passionate devotion to my throne ex- 
pressed both by my Indian subjects and 
by the Feudatory Princes and the rul- 
ing chiefs of India, and their prodigal 
offers of their lives and their resources 
in the cause of the realm. Their one- 
voiced demand to be foremost in the con- 
flict has touched my heart, and has in- 
spired to the highest issues the love and 
devotion which, as I well know, have 
ever linked my Indian subjects and my- 
self. I recall to mind India’s gracious 
message to the British Nation of good- 
will and fellowship which greeted my 
return in February, 1912, after the sol- 


‘ 


emn ceremony of my Coronation Durbar 
at Delhi, and I find in this hour of triala 
full harvest and a noble fulfillment of the 
assurance given by you that the destinies 
of Great Britain and India are indis- 
solubly linked. 


438,000 MEN RECRUITED. 


Statements in House of Commons, Sept. 
10, by Prime Minister Asquith 
and Bonar Law. 

The House went into Committee of 
Supply, Mr. Whitley in the chair. 


On the question that an additional num- 
ber of land forces not exceeding 500,000 of 
all ranks be maintained for the service 
of the United Kingdom, in consequence of 
the war in Europe, for the year ending 
March 31, 1915. 


Mr. Asquith (Fife E.) said: The House 
of Commons voted earlier in the session, 
before any outbreak of war was antici- 
pated, under normal conditions, under Vote 
A, 186,000-odd men for the regular army. 
It is perhaps not necessary to point out, 
but it may be convenient to put it on rec- 
ord, that the total number of men under 
Vote A does not include either the army 
reserve, the special reserve, or the terri- 
torial forces. When we come to vote the 
financial provision under Vote 1 of the 
army estimates, which is consequential 
upon the passing of Vote A, we make 
provision not only for the 186,000 men 
already sanctioned for the regular army, 
but also for the army reserve. In the 
subsequent Votes 3 and 4 provision is 
made for the special reserve and terri- 
torial force. The army reserve and the 
special reserve are not called upon to 
serve until, under regular constitutional 
machinery, consequent upon the outbreak 
or imminence of war, they are summoned 
to do so. It may be convenient to the com- 
mittee to know that at the time when war 
broke out and’ when the reserves were 
called to the colors the state of things 
was this: Parliament had voted 186,000- 
odd men—call it roughly 200,000. The 
army reserve and the special reserve then 
became available as part of the regular 
forces of the country, amounting also 
roughly to another 200,000 men. That 
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was altogether 400,000 men. On Aug. 
6, after war had been declared, I made 
a motion in committee which was assent- 
ed to in committee and by the House on 
report, for the addition of 500,000 men 
‘to the regular forces. These 500,000 
men, assuming them all to have been 
raised, would, in addition to the 400,000 
I have just mentioned, amount to a total 
of 900,000 men. I think it will be inter- 
esting to the committee before I state 
the reasons for which kam going to ask 
them to make this further vote to know 
what has actually happened in conse- 
quence of the vote of Aug. 6. 


Enlistments Since the War. 


The number of recruits who have en- 
listed in the army since the declaration 
of war—that is, exclusive of those who 
have joined the territorial force—is 
438,000, [cheers,] practically 439,000. 
That is up to the evening of Sept. 9. 
The committee will therefore see that, 
having sanctioned, as it did, very little 
more than a month ago, the addition to 
the regular forces of the Crown of half 
a million of men, we are now within 
some 60,000 of having attained that total. 
The numbers enlisted in London since 
Sunday, Aug. 30, have exceeded 30,000 
men, and the stamp and character of the 
recruits has been in every way satisfac- 
tory and gratifying. [Cheers.] The 
high-water mark was reached on Sept. 8, 
when the total recruits enlisted in the 
United Kingdom on one day was 383,204. 
[Cheers.] I may mention—I am sure it 
will be gratifying to honorable members 
on both sides who represent Lancashire 
constituencies—that on that day 2,151 
men were enlisted in Manchester alone. 
That is a very satisfactory result, but it 
by no means exhausts the requirements 
of the case. The response to the call for 
recruits has been in every way gratify- 
ing. But I am aware, not only from a 
discussion that took place in the House 
yesterday, but from communications 
which reached us from various parts of 
the country, that there are complaints of 
grievances, causing legitimate or other- 
wise deeply felt dissatisfaction at the 
manner in which some parts—I say ad- 
visedly only some parts—of this opera- 


tion of recruiting have been conducted. I 
should like the committee to realize what 
were the conditions of the case. [“ Hear, 
hear!”’] : 

A Year’s Recruits in a Day. 


We have been recruiting during the 
last ten days every day substantially the 
same number of recruits that in past 
years we have recruited in every year. 
[Cheers.] I suppose our annual recruit- 
ing ameunts to about 35,000 men for the 
regular army. As I pointed out a mo- 
ment ago, on Sept. 8 we recruited 
33,200 men. No machinery in the world 
which man has ever contrived or con- 
ceived could suddenly meet in an emerg- 
ency and under great pressure the diffi- 
culty of bringing in to the colors and 
making adequate provision in a day for 
that in which past experience we only 
had to provide for in the course of a 
year, and that, be it observed, by a de- 
partment which during the whole of this 
time has been engaged in superintending 
and executing an operation I believe un- 
exampled in the history of war—the dis- 
patch to a foreign country of an expedi- 
tionary force—I will not give the exact 
number, but roughly 150,000 men, which 
has had to be, as the committee I am 
sure is well aware, in consequence of the 


“necessary and regrettable losses caused 


by the operations of war, constantly re- 
paired by reinforcements of men, guns, 
supplies, transport, and every other form 
of warlike material. [Cheers.] 


War Office’s Double Task. 


If our critics—I do not complain of 
legitimate criticism even at times like 
this—but if they will try to imagine 
themselves equipped with the machinery 
which was possessed by the War Office 
at the time the war broke out, and then 
consider that side by side with the 
smooth, frictionless, and most successful 
dispatch of the expeditionary force 
[cheers] which left these shores and 
arrived at its destination—I am speaking 
the literal truth—without the loss of a 
horse or a man, [cheers,] the wastage 
day by day and week by week has had to 
be repaired in men and in material, re- 
paired often at a moment’s notice, and 
it has been necessary to keep constantly 
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_in reserve, and not only in reserve, but 
ready for immediate use, the material to 
replace further wastage as days and 
weeks rolled on—if you remember that 
that was the primary call on the War 
Office, and that side by side with that 
they had to provide for recruits in these 
few weeks of no less than 480,000 men, 
he will be a very censorious, and, I ven- 
ture to say, a very unpatriotic, critic 
who would make much of small difficul- 
ties and friction and who would not 
recognize that in a great emergency this 
department has played a worthy part. 
[Cheers.] My tenure at the War Office 
was a brief one, but no one who has 
ever had the honor to preside over that 
department can possibly exaggerate the 
degree of efficiency to which it has been 
brought under the administration of 
recent years. Everything, as the ex- 
perience of this war has shown, was 
foreseen and provided for in advance 
with the single exception of the necessity 


of this enormous increase in our regular 


forces. 
Steps for Dealing with Recruits. 


What provision has been made for 
dealing with this influx of recruits? In 
the first place, and I think very wisely, 
my noble friend the Secretary of State 
for War appeaied for the assistance of 
the county associations, which rendered 
such great and patriotic services in con- 
nection with the territorial forces. The 
great bulk of these county associations 
have responded to the call and enor- 
mously facilitated the work of providing 
for this large body of new recruits. 
Next, he, in conjunction with his ad- 
visers, has largely multiplied, and is con- 
tinuing to multiply, the various training 
. centres. There has been—unfortunately, 
no one can deny that there has been—a 
congestion of men ready and willing to 
recruit and actually enlisting at par- 
ticular places which has produced, for 
the moment at any rate, a certain 
amount of discomfort and a certain 
amount of difficulty in the provision of 
food and all the other requirements of 
such a body. But in that connection I 
should like, although I think the diffi- 
culty is now being almost got over, to 


make an appeal strongly to local author- 
ities—county councils, town councils, 
urban and rural district councils—that 
when a situation of this kind. arises in 
consequence of a national necessity they 
should show themselves—and I am sure 
they are most willing to do so—not only 
zealous, but able to provide accommoda- 
tion for the moment in the public build- 
ings which are under their charge. I 
think a great deal of the congestion which 
has taken place could have been avoided 
if more liberal use had been made, and 
could be made—I am not reproaching 
any one; the circumstances were excep- 
tional and the pressure very great on our 
public buildings, our town halls, schools, 
and the other edifices which are under 
the control of municipal and county 
authorities for the purpose, at any rate 
at the moment, of relieving the great 
pressure of recruiting, and I am quite 
sure that appeal will not go unheeded. 
But we recognize fully, and no one more 
fully than my noble friend Lord Kitch- 
ener, the necessity of facilitating this 
process and rendering it more easy. We 
do not think the time has come in which - 
we ought in any way to relax our re- 
cruiting efforts, [cheers,] and when 
people tell me, as they do every day, 
“These recruits are coming in in their 
tens of thousands; you are being blocked 
by them and you cannot provide ade- 
quately either for their equipment or for 
their training,” my answer is, “ We shall 
want more rather than less, and. let us 
get the men.” [Cheers.] That is the 
first necessity of the State—let us get 
the men. Knowing as we all do the 
patriotic spirit which now, as always— 
now, of course, with increased emphasis 
and enthusiasm—animates every class of 
the community, I am perfectly certain 
they will be ready to endure hardship 
and discomforts for the moment if they 
are satisfied that their services are 
really required by the State, and that in 
due course of time they will be supplied 
with adequate provision for training and 
equipment and for rendering themselves 
fit for taking their places in the field. 


Two Important Steps. 
With that object a few days ago—and 
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the process is now in complete operation 
—a very important step was taken which 
I am sure will be generally welcomed by 
the committee and by the country—when- 
ever it is necessary to allow men who 
are recruited and have gone through the 
process of attestation, medical examina- 
tion, and actual enrollment, so that they 
are not only potential but actual mem- 
bers of the regular army—to allow these 
men to go back to their own homes until 
the occasion arises for them to be called 
upon ‘for actual training. In that way 
we hope to relieve—indeed relief has al- 
ready been given and will be given more 
amply in the near future—the undoubted 
block and congestion which have taken 
place in certain districts to the natural 
disappointment of the men who have 
come forward under an impulse of public 
duty to serve their country and, finding 
themselves sent back home and put for 
the time being in the reserve, have felt 
perhaps that their services were not duly 
appreciated by the country. That, I 
think, the committee will agree is a very 
important step in advance. I have to an- 
nounce another step which I believe will 
give universal satisfaction and will go a 
long way to solve the practical difficulty, 
such as it is. We propose from today 
that there shall be given to those recruits 
for whom we are unable to find accom- 
modation for the time being 38s. per day. 
[Cheers.] This is not an extravagant 
proposal, or anything in the nature of a 
bribe. A shilling a day is their pay. 
[An Honorable Member—ts. 3d.] I am 
speaking in round figures; we will call it 
a shilling. Then if we take the value of 
what we may roughly call the board and 
lodging of a soldier receiving 1s. a day 
when accommodated in barracks and 
price that at 2s., I do not think you are 
putting it extravagantly high. We think 
that these men who have come forward 
to join the colors and have been actually 
enrolled, and are, in fact, members of the 
regular army, for whom we cannot make 
immediate provision by way of accom- 
modation, should be no worse off than 
they would be if they were actually in 
barracks. I believe the provision of that 
3s. a day for these men will put them in 


a position in which they are entitled to 
say that they have not been prejudiced or 


‘penalized by their patriotic desires. 


Mr. Lawson (Mile End, Opp.)—And 
their return railway fares? 

An Honorable Member—And_ their 
separation allowances? 

Mr. Asquith—The separation allowance 
does not begin, but as the honorable 
member has interjected that phrase I 
will add—because honorable members 
generally have been very good in not 
pressing us in regard to the separation 
allowances to soldiers who are actually 
serving—that that matter is receiving 
our daily and constant consideration, and 
I hope before the session comes to an 
end to be able to make a further an- 
nouncement. But it does not arise with 
regard to this vote. Having made that 
defense, if defense were needed—I do 
not think it was—having made that 
statement of what has actually been 
done by the War Office in these very 
anxious days, and also having indicated 
that in those two important respects we 
are endeavoring to facilitate the process 
of recruitment and to remove any pos- 
sibility of hardship, either to the indi- 
vidual recruit or to recruits collectively, 
I hope the committee will agree to pass 
a vote for another 500,000 men. I am 
perfectly certain if they do so the re- 
sponse will be no less keen—keen in 
spirit—and no less ample in scale than 
it has been in the days which have just 
gone by. 

* An Army of 1,200,000. 

We shall then be in a position, as is 
apparent from the figures I have already 
read, to put something like—I am not 
giving exact figures—something like 
1,200,000 men in the field. 

Mr. Long (Strand)—Does that include 
the Indians? 

Mr. Asquith—No, it is entirely exclu- 
sive of them. This is the provision made 
by the mother country. And of course 
it is exclusive of the territorials. 

Mr. F. Hall—And of the national re- 
serve? 

Mr. Asquith—Exclusive of the terri- 
torials, exclusive of the national reserve, 
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and exclusive of the magnificent contri- 
- butions promised from India and from 
our dominions, we here in these islands, 
this mother country, will be in a position 
to put into the field, enrolled as our 
regular army, something like 1,200,000 
men. That is an effort which it is worth 
while making great sacrifices to attain. 
As regards money, I am perfectly cer- 
tain that this House will be ready, will- 
ing, and even eager to grant it, if and 
when the occasion arises. What we want 
now is to make it clear, to those who 
are showing all over the kingdom this 
patriotic desire to assist their country in 
one of the most supreme and momentous 
crises in the whole of its long history, 
that they are not going to be treated 
either in a niggardly or unaccommodat- 
ing spirit; but that they are going to be 
welcomed and that every possible pro- 
vision is going to be made for their com- 
fort and well-being, so that under the 
best possible conditions they will take 
their place and play their part in that 
magnificent army of ours which, as 
every one who has read the moving dis- 
patch Sir John French [cheers]- pub- 
lished this morning, will realize has 
never done its work better, never shown 
itself more worthy of long centuries of 
splendid tradition than in the last fort- 
night. [Cheers.] I ask the House to 
pass this vote for 500,000 men. 


Bonar Law’s Suppert. 

Mr. Bonar Law—The right honorable 
gentleman in the statement he has just 
made has left me nothing to say except 
to express our hearty support of all the 
measures which the Government are tak- 
ing in this crisis. From the point of 
view of the Government and of this 
House we welcome the putting down of 
this vote as showing that both the Gov- 
ernment and the House of Commons are 
determined, whatever the cost, whatever 
the sacrifice, to see this thing through. 
[Cheers.] I agree entirely with the 
words which I heard the Prime Minister 
use in another place the other day, that in 
what has taken place so far we have 
every ground for encouragement and 
every reason for pride in what is being 
done by our troops. I agree entirely 
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with what the Prime Minister has said 
about the action of our soldiers on the 
field of battle. It does not surprise us. 
We knew that the old spirit was there 
still. But I think it has to some extent 
at least surprised -our enemies. But 
while we have reason to be gratified by 
the action which the Government has 
taken and which this House has support- 
ed them in taking, I think as a nation we 
have quite as much reason to be proud 
of the spirit which is shown by cur coun- 
trymen in rushing to the standard as we 
have even in what has been done by our 
soldiers on the field of battle. I never 
sympathized with—I always resented— 
the view expressed at one time that our 
citizens were holding back. There was 
no justification for it. [Cheers.] At 
the outset they did not realize what it 
meant, but the moment they did realize 
it they have shown that they are pre- 
pared to do their share to fight the bat- 
tles of their country. I am not going to 
say anything about the difficulties in 
connection with recruiting this great 
force to which the Prime Minister has 
referred. No one could have doubted 
that difficulties of that kind would arise 
and that hardships would occur. Criti- 
cism, I am sure, is not deprecated by the 
right honorable gentleman, and ought 
not to be, if it is framed entirely with 
this view—to make sure that everything 
that can be done is being done to mini- 
mize the hardships and difficulties with 
which the authorities were confronted. 
As the Prime Minister said, the machine 
was not framed to deal with an emer- 
gency like this. No one could expect it to 
deal with it smoothly. But we have a 
tight to expect that the difficulties are 
understood at the War Office, and we 
have the right also to ask that since they 
cannot be met by the central machine, 
every effort should be made in the di- 
rection of devolution, and that the diffi- 
culties shall be met where they locally 
arise. I am sure it is a satisfaction to 
the House, as it was to me, to find that 
before the discussion arose yesterday not 
only had Lord Kitchener realized the dif- 
ficulties, but that he had taken every 
step possible to meet them, and that the 
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step which he did take was in the direc- 
tion, which we all feel is a wise one, of 
putting the responsibility on those at a 
distance from the War Office and ex- 
pecting them to bear it. Many of us 
have been asked to take part in helping 
the recruiting. When I was asked to 
join in this I had in my mind the feeling 
to which I gave expression the other 
day, that I was not satisfied that too 
much sacrifice was not being required 
from those who are going to fight our 
battles and that a full share of sacrifice 
was being borne by those who remain be- 
hind. Nothing could be more unfair 
than that this country should expect all 
the sacrifice to come from the men who 
are actually going to risk their lives in 
our behalf. [Cheers.] We know with 
what splendid spirit they are coming 
forward. I suppose every member of 
the House could give instances that 
would surprise us all. Perhaps it would 
interest the House if I give one. The 
son of a friend of mine, who is well off, 
had been writing to the War Office, tak- 
ing every step to try to be accepted in 
order to fight. He was a partner in a 
big business in Glasgow and with splen- 
did prospects; he threw them all up. He 
came and hung about the doors of the 
War Office as if he was seeking some 
fat job, when all he wanted was to be 
placed, not as an officer, but as a pri- 
vate, in one of the most dangerous 
branches of the service. [Cheers.] That 
is a spirit which is universal. I do not 
say in what way further provision should 
be made, but I am sure the House wel- 
comes the statement of the Prime Min- 
ister that the Government are going to 
reconsider the whole question of separa- 
tion allowances for the families of the 
men and for the pensions. I am sure I 
am expressing the view not of our own 


- party, but of the whole House, when I~ 


say that the country realizes that when 
these men risk their lives for us they are 
making a big enough sacrifice, and that 
the country will be glad that in every 
way every possible generosity at the ex- 
pense of those who remain behind should 
be extended to those who go out io 
fight. [Cheers.] 


EARL KITCHENER’S 
SPEECH ON RECRUITS 


Delivered in the House of Lords, Sept. 17. 


Your lordships will expect that some 
statement should be made by me on the 
general military situation before the 
session ends, and I will, therefore, en- 
deavor as briefly as possible to supple- 
ment the remarks which I had the honor 
to address to your lordships’ House three 
weeks ago. 

I need not retell the story of the Brit-. 
ish expeditionary force in France, which 
has been read and appreciated by us all 
in Sir John French’s dispatch. The quiet 
restraint of his account of their achieve- 
ments only brings into relief the qualities 
which enabled our troops successfully to 
carry out the most difficult of all mil- — 
itary operations. There is, however, one 
aspect of this feat of arms upon which 
the dispatch is naturally silent. I refer 
to the consummate skill and calm courage — 
of the Commander in Chief himself, 
[cheers,] in the conduct of this strategic 
withdrawal in the face of vastly superior 
forces. His Majesty’s Government ap- 
preciate to the full the value of the serv- 
ice which Sir John French has rendered 
to this country and to the cause of the 
Allies, and I may perhaps be permitted 
here and now, on their behalf, to pay a 
tribute to his leadership, as well as to — 
the marked ability of the Generals under. 
his command, and the bravery and en- 
durance of the officers and men of the 
expeditionary force. ae 


The German Retirement. 

As your lordships are aware the tide 
has now turned, and for some days past 
we have received the gratifying intelli- 
gence of the forced retirement of the 
German armies. The latest news from 
Sir John French does not materially 
change the published statement describ- 
ing the military situation. In his tele- 
gram Sir John reports that the troops 
are all in good heart-and are ready to 
move forward when the moment arrives. 
The gallant French armies, with whom 
we are so proud to be co-operating, will 
receive every support from our troops in 
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their desire effectually to clear their 
‘country of the invading foe, and the un- 
daunted and vigilant activity of the Bel- 
gian Army in the north materially con- 
duces to this end. I would also like to 
take this opportunity of offering our 
respectful congratulations to Russia upon 
the conspicuous successes which have 
added fresh lustre to her arms. Al- 
though, therefore, we have good grounds 
for quiet confidence, it is only right that 
we should remind ourselves that the 
struggle is bound to be a long one, and 
that it behooves us strenuously to prose- 
cute our labors in developing our armed 
forces to carry on and bring to a suc- 
cessful issue the mighty conflict in which 
we are engaged. 
Troops in the Field. 

There are now in the field rather more 
than six divisions of British troops and 
two cavalry divisions. These are being, 
and will be, maintained at full strength 
by a steady flow of reinforcements. 
meet the wastage of war in this field 
force our reserve units are available. To 
augment the expeditionary force further 
regular divisions and additional cavalry 
are now being organized from units with- 
drawn from oversea garrisons, whose 
places, where necessary, will be taken 
by territorial troops, who, with fine pa- 
triotism, have volunteered to exchange a 
home for an imperial service obligation. 
On their way from India are certain di- 
visions from the Indian Army, composed 
of highly trained and very efficient 
troops, and a body of cavalry, including 
regiments of historic fame. The do- 
minions beyond the seas are sending us 
freely of their best. Several divisions 
will be available, formed of men who 
have been locally trained in the light of 
the experience of the South African war, 
and, in the case of Australia and New 
Zealand, under the system of general na- 
tional training introduced a few years 
ago. ; 

The Call to Arms. 

In the response to the call for recruits 
for the new armies which it is considered 
necessary to raise we have had a most 
remarkable demonstration of the energy 
and patriotism of the young men of this 
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country. We propose to organize this 
splendid material into four new armies, 
and, although it takes time to train an 
army, the zeal and good-will displayed 
will greatly simplify our task. If some 
of those who have so readily come for- 
ward have suffered inconvenience, they 
will not, I am sure, allow their ardor to 
be damped. They will reflect that the 
War Office has had in a day to deal 
with as many recruits as were usually 
forthcoming in twelve months. No ef- 
fort is being spared to meet the influx 
of soldiers, and the War Office will do 
its utmost to look after them and give 
them the efficient training necessary to 
enable them to join their comrades in the 
field. The divisions of the first two 
armies are now collected at our training 
centres; the third army is being formed 
on new camping grounds; the fourth 
army is being created by adding to the 
establishment of the reserve battalions, 
from which the units will be detached 
and organized similarly to the other 
three armies. The whole of the special 
reserve and extra special reserve units 
will be maintained at their full estab- 
lishments as feeders to the expeditionary 
force. In addition to the four new 
armies a considerable number of what 
may be designated local battalions have 
been specially raised by the public- 
spirited initiative of cities, towns, or 
individuals. Several more are in course 
of formation, and I have received many 
offers of this character. The territorial 
force is making great strides in effi- 
ciency and will before many months be 
ready to take a share in the campaign. 
This force is proving its military value 
to the empire by the willing subordina- 
tion of personal feelings to the public 


- good in the acceptance of whatever duty 


may be assigned to it in any portion of 
the empire. A division has already left 
for Egypt, a brigade for Malta, and a 
garrison for Gibraltar. The soldierlike 
qualities evinced by the force are an as- 
surance to the Government that they 
may count to the full upon its readiness 
to play its part wherever the exigencies 
of the military situation may demand. 
Nor must I omit to refer to ‘the assist- 
ance which we shall receive from the 


306 THE NEW YORK TIMES CURRENT HISTORY OF THE WAR 


division of the gallant royal marines and 
bluejackets now being organized by my 
right honorable friend the First Lord of 
the Admiralty; their presence in the field 
will be very welcome, for their fighting 
qualities are well known. 


The Supply of Officers. 


The creation of the new armies re- 
férred to is fraught with considerable 
difficulties, one of which is the provision 
of regimental officers. I hope the prob- 
lem of supplying officers may be solved 
by the large numbers coming forward to 
fill vacancies, and by promotions from 
the non-commissioned officer ranks of 
the regular forces. In a country which 
prides itself on its skill in and love of 
outdoor sports, we ought to be able to 
find sufficient young men who will train 
and qualify as officers under the guid- 
ance of the nucleus of trained officers 
which we are able to provide from India 
and elsewhere. If any retired officer 
competent to train troops has not yet 
applied or has not received an answer to 
a previous application, I hope he will 
communicate with me at the War Office 
in writing. But our chief difficulty is 
one of material rather than personnel. 
It would not be in the public interest that 
I should refer in greater detail to this 
question, beyond saying that strenuous 
endeavors are being made to cope with 
the unprecedented situation, and that, 
thanks to the public spirit of all grades 
in the various industries affected to 
whom we have appealed to co-operate 
with us, and who are devoting all their 
energy to the task, our requirements will, 
I feel sure, be met with all possible speed. 

I am confident that by the Spring we 
shall have ready to take the field armies 
which will be well trained and will prove 
themselves formidable opponents to the 
enemy. The Government fully recognize 
the fine spirit which animates those who 
have come forward to fight for their 
country, and will spare no effort to 
secure that everything is done that can 
be done to enable them worthily to con- 
tribute to the ultimate success of our 
arms. [Cheers.] : 

The Secretary of State for War con- 
cluded his speech by giving details of 


the increase in the separation allowances 
made to wives of soldiers, both regular 
and territorial, which Mr. Asquith had 
announced in the House of Commons. 


Tribute of the Opposition. 


The Marquess of Lansdowne—I feel 
that it would be almost impertinent on 
my part to say a word after the extra- 
ordinarily interesting statement to which 
we have just listened. But I should be 
sorry if complete silence on our part lent 
itself to the interpretation that we are 
indifferent to the great topics which the . 
Secretary of State for War has dealt 
with in his speech. May we be permitted 
to say that we regard with the pro- 
foundest admiration and gratitude what 
the noble Field Marshal described as the 
great feat of arms which has been ac- 
complished by the British force since its 
arrival at the seat of war, and to add 
also that we share the feelings which 
the noble and gallant lord has expressed 
with regard to the immense services 
rendered by Sir John French to this 
country, services which he, of course, 
could not bear witness to in the dispatch 
he sent home? [Cheers.] There are only 
two other remarks which, with great 
deference, I would venture to make. One 
has reference to the noble and gallant 
lord’s statement in regard to the response 
made to his appeal to the country for 
recruits. That response has been memor- 
able and admirable and, considering the 
immense influx of recruits which have 
come in, we can scarcely be surprised 
that in the early days the strain should 
have been rather greater than either the 
War Office or the local authorities were 
able to cope with. But we have every 
reason to believe that that has been cor- 
rected, and I have no doubt that all will 
now go smoothly and well. We have all 
heard with the greatest satisfaction the 
announcement that the separation allow- 
ances to the wives of regulars and terri- 
torials are to be considerably increased. 
[“ Hear, hear!”] Considering what our 
soldiers are doing for us at the seat of 
war, the least we can do is to provide 
liberally for the relatives whom they 
have left behind in this country. 
[Cheers.] ; 
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PARLIAMENT PROROGUED. 


Speech by King George V. Read Before 
Both Houses, Sept. 18. 


The: Lord Chancellor read the King’s 
speech, which was in the following 
terms: 


My Lords and Gentlemen: I+ address 
you in circumstances that call for action 
rather than for speech. 

After every endeavor had been made by 
my Government to preserve the peace of 
the world, I was compelled, in the asser- 
tion of treaty obligations deliberately set 
at nought, and for the protection of the 
public law of Europe and the vital 
interests of my empire, to go to war. 

My navy and army have, with unceasing 
vigilance, courage, and skill, sustained, 
in association with gallant and faithful 
allies, a just and righteous cause. 

From every part of my empire there has 
been a spontaneous and enthusiastic rally 
to our common flag. 


Gentlemen of the House of Commons: I 
thank you for the liberality with which 
you have met a great emergency. 

My Lords and Gentlemen: We are 
fighting for a worthy purpose, and we 
shall not lay down our arms until that 
purpose has been fully achieved. 

I rely with confidence upon the loyal 
and united efforts of all my subjects, and 
I pray that Almighty God may give us 
His blessing. 


Then a commission for proroguing the 


Parliament was read, after which the 
Lord Chancellor said: 


My Lords and Gentlemen: By virtue 
of his Majesty’s commission, under the 
great seal, to us and other lords directed, 
and now read, we do, in his Majesty’s 
name and in obedience to his commands, 
prorogue this Parliament to Tuesday the 
twenty-seventh day of October, one thou- 
sand nine hundred and fourteen, to be 
then here holden; and this Parliament is 
accordingly prorogued to Tuesday the 
twenty-seventh day of October, one thou- 
sand nine hundred and fourteen. 


Summons of the Nation to Arms 


British People Roused by Their Leaders. 


Earl Curzon of Kedleston Suggests Hold- 
ing of Public Meetings. 


Hackwood, Basingstoke, Aug. 27. 
To the Editor of The Times: 

Sir: Many of us are wondering what 
we can do to serve our country in this 
crisis. We sit on local or on larger com- 
mittees. We attempt, within the narrow 
range of our influence, to gain recruits, 
we organize relief, we help to provide or 
furnish hospitals, we subscribe both to 
the national and to private funds; and, 
apart from this, we go about our ordi- 
nary duties with as much composure as 
we can, wondering where, when, and 
how it will be open to us who are no 
longer young and cannot bear arms, but 
have perhaps had some experience of af- 
fairs, to render more effective aid. 


Does not a path lie open to the class 
of so-called “ public men,” and does not 
the very name which is given to them 
indicate the nature of this duty? Surely 
it is to place themselves at the disposal 
of the public. The two great needs of 
the moment are more men—hundreds of 
thousands more men—for the army, and 
a clearer understanding by the masses of 
the population, not merely of the justice 
of our cause, but of the supreme issues, 
both for our own country and for the 
whole empire, that are involved. 

No one would propose that jingo 
speeches should be shouted from public 
platforms, or that an attempt should be 
made to inflame crude or unworthy pas- 
sions. 
try is engaged in a righteous war and 
is fighting for her existence, preaches 
the cause of that war is not a jingo; and 
the passions to which he appeals are not 
_ unworthy, but are the noblest of which 
human nature is capable. 

I wish, therefore, to say that if the 
Government, with’ whom the initiative 


But the man who, when his coun- . 


must primarily lie—since no one would 
wish to do anything that is contrary to 
their conception of sound policy—desire 
that public meetings should be held in 
our great centres of population, to ex- 
plain the cause and circumstances of the 
war, and the duty that lies upon the 
manhood of the nation, I and, I am con- 
vinced, many others are ready to throw 
ourselves into the task. 


I have told the Prime Minister that I 
would be proud to appear on a public 
platform with any member of the Gov- 
ernment to state or defend a case in 
which party is dead and where we are 
all united. I doubt not that if they are 
required many others will be willing to 
do the same. We have no desire to deluge 
the country with a flood of noisy rhet- 
oric, or to start a miniature electioneer- 
ing campaign. But if in any great city 
where recruiting is slow or the issues 
are not apprehended, or the public con- 
science is not quick to respond to the na- 
tional summons, I, or any of those who 
share my views, can be of any service on 
the platform I am sure that we are will- 
ing to respond and that we shall welcome 
any organization that may be set on foot 
for the purpose. I am, yours obediently, 

CURZON OF KEDLESTON. 


PRIME MINISTER’S LETTER. 


Addressed to the Lord Mayor of London, 
the Lord Provost of Edinburgh, the 
Lord Mayor of Dublin, and the 
Lord Mayor of Cardiff. 

My Lords: The time has come for 
combined effort to stimulate “and or- 
ganize public opinion and public effort 
in the greatest conflict in which our 
people has ever been engaged. 


No one who ean contribute anything 
to the accomplishment of this supremely 
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urgent task is justified in standing aside. 

I propose, as a first step, that meet- 
ings should be held without delay, not 
only in our great centres of population 
and industry, but in every district, urban 
and rural, throughout the United King- 
dom, at which the justice of our cause 
should be made plain, and the duty of 
every man to do his part should be en- 
forced. 


I venture to suggest to your lordships 
that the four principal cities over which 
you respectively preside should lead the 
way. 

I am ready myself, so far as the 
exigencies of public duty permit, to 
render such help as I can, and I should 
be glad, with that object, to address my 
fellow-subjects in your cities. 

I have reason to know that I can 
count upon the co-operation of the lead- 
ers of every section of organized political 
opinion. Your faithful servant, 

H. H. ASQUITH. 

28th August, 1914. . 


MR. ASQUITH IN LONDON. 


Speech at the Guildhall, Sept. 5. 


My Lord Mayor and Citizens of Lon- 
don: It is three and a half years since I 
last had the honor of addressing in this 
hall a gathering of the citizens. We were 
then met under the Presidency of one of 
your predecessors, men of all creeds and 
parties, to celebrate and approve the joint 
declaration of the two great English- 
speaking States that for the future any 
differences between them should be set- 
tled, if not by agreement, at least by 
judicial inquiry and arbitration, and 
never in any circumstances by war. 
[Cheers.] Those of us who hailed that 
great Ejirenicon between the United 
States and ourselves as a landmark on 
the road of progress were not sanguine 
enough to think, or even to hope, that 
the era of war was drawing to a close. 
But still less were we prepared to antic- 
ipate the terrible spectacle which now 
confronts us of a contest which for the 
number and importance of the powers 
engaged, the scale of their armaments 
and armies, the width of the theatre of 
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conflict, the outpouring of blood and the 
loss of life, the incalculable toll of suffer- 
ing levied upon non-combatants, the 
material and moral loss accumulating 
day by day to the higher interests of 
civilized mankind—a contest which in 
every one of these aspects is without 
precedent in the annals of the world. 
[“ Hear, hear!”] We were very confi- 
dent three years ago in the rightness of ~ 
our position, when we welcomed the new 
securities for peace. We are equally con- 
fident in it today, when reluctantly, and 
against our will, but with a clear judg- 
ment and a clean conscience, [cheers,] 
we find ourselves involved with the whole 
strength of this empire in a bloody ar- 
bitration between might and right 
[Cheers.] The issue has passed out of 
the domain of argument into another 
field, but let me, ask you, and through 
you the world outside, what would have 
been our condition as a nation today if 
we had been base enough through tim- 
jdity or through perverted calculation of 
self-interest, or through a paralysis of 
the sense of honor and duty, [cheers,] 
if we had been base enough to be false to 
our word and faithless to our friends? 


Blind Barbarian Vengeance. 


Our eyes would have been turned at 
this moment with those of the whole 
civilized world to Belgium, a small State, 
which has lived for more than -seventy 
years under the several and collective 
guarantee to which we in common with 
Prussia and Austria were parties, and 
we should have seen at the instance and 
by the action of two of these guarantee- 
ing powers her neutrality violated, her 
independence strangled, her territory 
made use of as affording the easiest and 
the most convenient road to a war of 
unprovoked aggression against France. 
We, the British people, would at this 
moment have been standing by with 
folded arms and with such countenance 
as we could command while this small 
and unprotected State, in defense of her 
vital liberties, made a heroic stand 
-against overweening and overwhelming 
force; we should have been admiring as 
detached spectators the siege of Liége, 
the steady and manful resistance of a 
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small army to the occupation of their 
capital, with its splendid traditions and 
memories, the gradual forcing back of 
the patriotic defenders of their native 
land to the ramparts of Antwerp, count- 
less outrages inflicted by buccaneering 
levies exacted from the unoffending civil 
population, and, finally, the greatest 
crime committed against civilization and 
culture since the Thirty Years’ War, the 
sack of Louvain, [cries of “Shame!”] 
with its buildings, its pictures, its unique 
library, its unrivaled associations—a 
shameless holocaust of irreparable treas- 
ures lit up by blind barbarian vengeance. 
[Prolonged cheers.] What account should 
we, the Government and the people of 
this country, have been able to render to 
the tribunal of our national conscience 
and sense of honor if, in defiance of our 
plighted and solemn obligations, we had 
endured, nay, if we had‘not done our best 
to prevent, yes, and to avenge, [renewed 
cheers,] these intolerable outrages? For 
my part I say that sooner than be a 
silent witness—which means in effect 
a willing accomplice—of this tragic 
triumph of force over law and of brutal- 
ity over freedom, I would see this coun- 
try of ours blotted out of the pages of 
history. [Prolonged cheers.] 


Germany’s Aim—to Crush Freedom. 


That is only a phase—a lurid and il- 
luminating phase in the contest in which 
we have been called by the mandate of 
duty and of honor to bear our part. The 
cyhical violation of the neutrality of 
Belgium was, after all, but a step—the 
first step—in a deliberate policy of 
which, if not the immediate, the ulti- 
mate, and the not far distant aim, was 
to crush the independence and autonomy 
of the free States of Europe. First 
Belgium, then Holland, then Switzer- 
land, countries, like our own, imbued and 
sustained with the spirit of liberty, were 
one after another to be bent to the yoke, 
and these ambitions were fed and fos- 
tered by a body of new doctrines and new 
philosophies preached by professors and 
learned men. The free and full self- 
development which to these small States, 
te ourselves, to our great and growing 
dominicns over the seas, to our kinsmen 


across the Atlantic, is the well-spring 
and life-breath of national existence— 
that free self-development is the one 
capital offense in the code of those who 
have made force their supreme divinity, 
and who upon its altars are prepared to 
sacrifice both the gathered fruits and the 
potential germs of the unfettered human 
spirit. [Cheers.] I use this language 
advisedly. This is not merely a ma- 
terial; it is also a spiritual conflict. 
[Cheers.] Upon its issues everything 
that contains promise and hope, that 
leads to emancipation and a fuller lib- 
erty for the millions who make up the 
mass of mankind will be found sooner or 
later to depend. 


Our Efforts for Peace. 


Let me now just for a moment turn to 
the actual situation in Europe. How do 
we stand? For the last ten years, by 
what I believe to be happy and well- 
considered diplomatic arrangements, we 
have established friendly and increasing- 
ly intimate relations with the two pow- 
ers, France and Russia, with whom, in 
days gone by, we have had in various 
parts of the world occasions for constant 
friction, and now and again for possible 
conflict. Those new and better relations, 
based in the first instance upon business 
principles of give and take, matured into 
a settled temper of confidence and good- 
will. They were never in any sense or 
at any time, as I have frequently said in 
this hall, directed against other powers. 
No man in the history of the world has 
ever labored more strenuously or more 
successfully than my right honorable 
friend Sir Edward Grey [cheers] for 
that which is the supreme interest of the 
modern world, a general and abiding 
peace. It is, I venture to think, a very 
superficial criticism which suggests that 
under his guidance the policy of this 
country has ignored, still less that it has 
counteracted and hampered, the concert 
of Europe. It is little more than-a year 
ago that under his Presidency, in the 
stress and strain of the Balkan crisis, the 
Ambassadors of all the great powers met 
here day after day curtailing the area of 
possible differences, reconciling warring 
ambitions and aims, and preserving 
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against almost incalculable odds the gen- 
eral harmony. And it was in the same 
spirit and with the same purpose, when 
a few weeks ago Austria delivered her 
ultimatum to Servia, that our Foreign 
Secretary put forward the proposal for 
a mediating conference between the four 
powers who were not directly concerned 
—Germany, France, Italy, and ourselves. 
If that proposal had been accepted actual 
controversy would have been settled with 
honor to everybody, and the whole of 
this terrible welter would have been 
avoided. [ Hear, hear! ”’] 


Germany’s Responsibility. 

And with whom does the responsibility 
rest [cries of “The Kaiser! ”] for this 
refusal and for all the illimitable suffer- 
ing which now confronts the world? One 
power and one power only, and that 
power—Germany. [Loud hisses.] That 
is the fount and origin of this world- 
wide catastrophe. We are persevering 
to the end. No one who has not been 
confronted as we were with the respon- 
sibility of determining the issues of peace 
and war can realize the strength and 
energy and persistency with which we 
labored for peace. We persevered by 
every expedient that diplomacy could 
suggest, straining almost to the break- 
ing point our most cherished friendships 
and obligations, even to the last making 
effort upon effort, and hoping against 
hope. Then, and only then, when we were 
at last compelled to realize that the 
choice lay between honor and dishonor, 
between treachery and good faith, when 
at last we reached the dividing line 
which makes or mars a nation worthy of 
the name, it was then, and then only, 
that we declared for war. [Cheers.] Is 
there any one in this hall or in this 
United Kingdom or in the vast empire 
of which we here stand in the capital 
and centre who blames or repents our 
decision? [Cries of “No!”] For these 
reasons, as I believe, we must steel our- 
selves to the task, and in the spirit which 
animated our forefathers in their strug- 
gle against the domination of Napoleon 
we must and we shall persevere to the 
end. [Cheers.] 


Memorable and Glorious Example of 
Belgium. 


It would be a criminal mistake to 
underestimate either the magnitude, the 
fighting quality, or the staying power 
of the forces which are arrayed against 
us. But it would be equally foolish and 
equally indefensible to belittle our own 
resources, whether for resistance or at- 
tack. [Cheers.] Belgium has shown us 
by a memorable and a glorious example 
what can be done by a relatively small 
State when its citizens are animated and 
fired by the spirit of patriotism. In 
France and Russia we have as allies two 
of the greatest powers of the world en- 
gaged with us in a common cause, who 
do not mean to separate themselves from 
us any more than we mean to separate 
ourselves from them. [Cheers.] We 
have upon the seas the strongest and 
most magnificent fleet that has ever 
been seen. The expeditionary force 
which left our shores less than a month 
ago has never been surpassed, as its 
glorious achievements in the field have 
already made clear, not only in material 
and equipment but in the physical and 
the moral quality of its constituents. 
[Cheers.] 


Work of the Navy. 


As regards the navy, I am sure my 
right honorable friend (Mr. Winston 
Churchill) will tell you there is happily 
little more to be done. J do not flatter it 
when I say that its superiority is equally 
marked in every department and sphere 
of its activity. [Cheers.] We rely on 
it with the most absolute confidence, not 
only to guard our shores against the pos- 
sibility of invasion, not only to seal up 
the gigantic battleships of the enemy in 
the inglorious seclusion of his own ports 
[laughter] whence, from time to time, 
he furtively steals forth to sow the 
seeds of murderous snares, which are 
more full of menace to neutral ships than 
to the British fleet. Our navy does all 
this, and while it is thirsting, I do not 
doubt, for that trial of strength in a fair 
and open fight, which is so far prudent- 
ly denied it, it does a great deal more. 
It has hunted the German mercantile ma- 
rine from the high seas. It has kept 
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open our own sources of food supply and 
has largely curtailed those of the enemy, 
and when the few German cruisers which 
still infest the more distant ocean routes 
have been disposed of, as they will be 
disposed of very soon, [cheers,] it will 
achieve for British and neutral com- 
merce passing backward and forward, 
from and to every part of our empire, a 
security as complete as it has ever en- 
joyed in the days of unbroken peace. Let 
us honor the memory of the gallant sea- 
men who, in the pursuit of one or another 
of these varied and responsible duties, 
have already laid down their lives for 
their country. 


Call for United Effort. 


In regard to the army there is call for 
a new, a continuous, a determined, and 
a united effort. For, as the war goes 
on, we shall have not merely to replace 
the wastage caused by casualties, not 
merely to maintain our military power at 
its original level, but we must, if we are 
to play a worthy part, enlarge its scale, 
increase its numbers, and multiply many 
times its effectiveness as a fighting 
instrument. _[Cheers.] The object of 
the appeal which I have made to you, my 
Lord -Mayor, and to the other chief 
Magistrates of our capital cities, is to 
impress upon the people of the United 
Kingdom the imperious urgency of this 
supreme duty. Our self-governing 
dominions throughout the empire, with- 
out any solicitation on our part, have 
demonstrated with a spontaneousness 
and a unanimity unparalleled in history 
their determination to affirm their 
brotherhood with us and to make our 
cause their own. [Cheers.] From 
Canada, from Australia, from New 
Zealand, from South Africa, and from 
Newfoundland the children of the empire 
assert, not as an obligation, but as a 
privilege, their right and their willing- 
ness to contribute money and material, 
and, what is better than all, the strength 
and sinews, the fortunes, and the lives 
of their best manhood. [Cheers.] India, 
too, with no less alacrity, has claimed 
her share in the common task. [Cheers.] 
Every class and creed, British and 
natives, Princes and people, Hindus and 


Mohammedans, vie with one another in 
noble and emulous rivalry. Two divisions 
of our magnificent Indian Army are al- 
ready on their way. [Cheers.] We 
welcome with appreciation and affection 


their proffered aid. In an empire which 


knows no distinction of race or cause we 
all alike as subjects of the King-Emperor 
are joint and equal custodians of our 
common interests and fortunes. We are 
here to hail with profound and heartfelt 
gratitude their association, side by side 
and shoulder to shoulder, with our home 
and dominion troops, under the flag 
which is the symbol to all of a unity that 
a world in arms cannot dissever or dis- 
solve. With these inspiring appeals and 
examples from our fellow-subjects all 
over the world, what are we doing and 
what ought we to do here at home? 


Over a Quarter of a Million Men En- 
rolled. 


Mobilization was ordered on the 4th of 
August; immediately afterward Lord 
Kitchener issued his call for 100,000 re- 
cruits for the regular army, which has 
been followed by a second call for an- 
other 100,000. The response up to today 
gives us between 250,000 and 300,000. 
[Cheers.] I am glad to say that London 
has done its share. The total number of 


Londoners accepted is not less than 


42,000. [Cheers.] I need hardly say that 
that appeal involves no disparagement or 
discouragement of the territorial force. 
The number of units in that force who 
have volunteered for foreign service is 
most satisfactory and grows every day. 
We look to them with confidence to in- 
crease their numbers, to perfect their 
organization and training, and to play 
efficiently the part which has always 
been assigned to them, both offensive 
and defensive, in the military system of 
the empire. But to go back to the ex- 
pansion of the regular army. We want 
more men—men of the best fighting 
quality, and if for a moment the number 
who offer themselves and are accepted 


should prove to be in excess of those who. 


can at once be adequately trained and 
equipped, do not let them doubt that 
prompt provision will be made for the 
incorporation of all willing and able men 
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in the fighting forces of the kingdom. 
We want, first of all, men, and we shall 
endeavor to secure them. Men desiring 
to serve together shall, wherever pos- 
sible, be allotted to the same regiment or 
corps. The raising of battalions by coun- 
ties or municipalities with this object will 
be in every way encouraged. But we 
want not less urgently a larger supply of 
ex-non-commissioned officers, and the 
pick of the men with whom in past days 
they served, men, therefore, whom in 
most cases we shall be asking to give up 
regular employment and to return to the 
work of the State, which they alone are 
competent to do. The appeal we make is 
addressed quite as much to their employ- 
ers as to the men themselves. The men 
ought to be absolutely assured of rein- 
statement in their business at the end of 
the war. [Cheers.] Finally, there are 
numbers of commissioned officers now in 
retirement who are much experienced in 
the handling of troops and have served 
their country in the past. Let them come 
forward, too, and show their willingness, 
if need be, to train bodies of men for 
whom at the moment no cadre or unit can 
be found. 

Abundant Ground for Pride and Con- 

fidence. 

I have little more to say. Of the actual 
progress of the war I will not say any- 
thing, except that in my judgment in 
whatever direction we look there is 
abundant ground for pride and for confi- 
dence. [Cheers.] I say nothing more, 
because I think we should all bear in 
mind that we are at present watching 
the fluctuations of fortune only in the 
early stages of what is going to be a 
protracted struggle. We must learn to 
take long views, and to cultivate, above 
all, other faculties—those of patience, 
endurance, and steadfastness. Mean- 
while, let us go, each of us, to his or her 
appropriate place in the great common 
task. Never had a people more or richer 
sources of encouragement and inspira- 
tion. Let us realize, first of all, that we 
are fighting as a united empire, in a 
cause worthy of the highest traditions of 
our race. Let us keep in mind the pa- 
tient and indomitable seamen, who never 


relax for a moment, night or day, their 
stern vigil of the lonely sea. Let us keep 
in-mind our gallant troops, who today, 
after a fortnight’s continuous fighting 
under conditions which would try the 
metal of the best army that ever took 
the field, maintain not only an unde- 
feated but an unbroken front. [Cheers.] 
Finally, let us recall the memories of the 
great men and the great deeds of the 
‘past, commemorated, some of them, in 
the monuments which we see around us 
on these walls, not forgetting the dying 
message of the younger Pitt, his last 
public utterance, made at the table of 
one of your predecessors, my Lord 
Mayor, in this very hall: “England has 
saved herself by her exertions, and will, 
as I trust, save Europe by her example.” 
The England of those days gave a noble 
answer to his appeal, and did not sheath 
the sword until, after nearly twenty 
years of fighting, the freedom of Eu- 
rope was secured. Let us go and do like- 
wise. [Prolonged cheers.] 


GERMANY SPEAKS. 


T. von Bethmann-Hollweg, German Im- 
perial Chancellor, in Statement to 
Ritzau’s Danish Press Bureau, 

Sept. 13, 1914. 

The English Prime Minister, in his 
Guildhall speech, reserved to England 
the réle of protector of the smaller and 
weaker States, and spoke about the neu- 
trality of Holland, Belgium and Switzer- 
land as being exposed to danger from 
the side of Germany. It is true that we 
have broken Belgium’s neutrality be- 
cause bitter necessity compelled us to 
do so, but we promised Belgium full in- 
demnity and integrity if she would take 
account of this state of necessity. If so, 
she would not have suffered any dam- 
age, as, for example, Luxemburg. If 
England, as protector of the weaker 
States, had wished to spare Belgium in- 
finite suffering she should have advised 
Belgium to accept our offer. England 
has not “ protected” Belgium, so far as 
we know; I wonder, therefore, whether - 
it can really be said that England is 
such a disinterested protector. 
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We knew perfectly well that the 
French plan of campaign involved a 
march through Belgium to attack the 
unprotected Rhineland. Does any one be- 
lieve England would have interfered to 
protect Belgian freedom against France? 


We have firmly respected the neutral- 
ity of Holland and Switzerland; we have 
also avoided the slightest violation of 
the frontier of the Dutch Province of 
Limburg. 

It is strange that Mr. Asquith only 
mentioned the neutrality of Belgium, 
Holland and Switzerland, but not that of 
the Scandinavian countries. He might 
have mentioned Switzerland with refer- 
ence to France. but Holland and Belgium 
are situated close to England on the op- 
posite side of the Channel, and that is 
why England is so concerned for the 
neutrality of these countries. 

Why is Mr. Asquith silent about the 
Scandinavian countries? Perhaps be- 
cause he knows that it does not enter 
our head to touch these countries’ neu- 
trality; or would England possibly not 
consider Denmark’s neutrality as a noli 
me tangere for an advance in the Baltic 
or for Russia’s warlike operations. 

Mr. Asquith wishes people to believe 
that England’s fight against us is a fight 
of freedom against might. The world is 
accustomed to this manner of expres- 
sion. In the name of freedom, England, 
with might and with the most recklessly 
egotistic policy, has founded her mighty 
colonial empire, in the name of freedom 
she has destroyed for a century the in- 
dependence of the Boer republics, in the 
name of freedom she now treats Egypt 
as an English colony and thereby vio- 
lates international treaties and solemn 
promises, in the name of freedom one 
after another of the Malay States is los- 
ing its independence for England’s bene- 
fit, in the name of freedom she tries, by 
cutting German ~cables, to prevent the 
truth being spread in the world. 

The English Prime Minister is mis- 
taken. ‘When England joined with Rus- 
sia and Japan against Germany she, with 
a blindness unique in the history of the 
world, betrayed civilization and handed 
over to the German sword the care of 


freedom for European peoples and 


States. 


GREAT BRITAIN REPLIES. 


Sir Edward Grey, Answering Chancellor 
von Bethmann-Hollweg, Lon- 
don, Sept. 15. 

“Does any one believe,” asks the Ger- 
man Chancellor, “that England would 
have interfered to protect Belgian free- 
dom against France?” The answer is 
that she would unquestionably have done 
so. Sir Edward Grey, as recorded in the 
“White Paper,” asked the French Gov- 
ernment “ whether it was prepared to en- 
gage to respect the neutrality of Bel- 
gium so long as no other power violates 
it.” The French Government replied 
that they were resolved to respect it. 
The assurance, it was added, had been 
given several times, and had formed the 
subject of conversation between President 
Poincaré and the King of the Belgians. 

The German Chancellor entirely 
ignores the fact that England took the 
same line about Belgian neutrality in 
1870 that she has taken now. In 1870 
Prince Bismarck, when approached by 
England on the subject, admitted and 
respected the treaty obligations in rela- 
tion to Belgium. The British Govern- 
ment stands in 1914 as it stood in 1870; 
it is Herr von Bethmann-Hollweg who 
refused to meet us in 1914 as Prince 
Bismarck met us in 1870. 


Scandinavian Neutrality. 


The Imperial Chancellor finds it 
strange that Mr. Asquith, in his Guild- 
hall speech, di¢ not mention the neu- 
trality of the Scandinavian countries, and 
suggests that the reason for the omis- 
sion was some sinister design on Eng- 
land’s part. It is impossible for any 
public speaker to cover the whole ground 
in each speech. The German Chancel- 
lor’s reference to Denmark and other 
Scandinavian countries can hardly be 
considered very tactful. With regard to 
Denmark, the Danes are not likely to 
have forgotten the parts played by Prus- 
sia and England respectively in 1863-4, 
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when the Kingdom of Denmark was dis- 
membered. And the integrity of Nor- 
way and Sweden was guaranteed by 
England and France in the Treaty of 
Stockholm in 1855. 


The Imperial Chancellor refers to the 
dealings of Great Britain with the Boer 
republics, and suggests that she has 
been false therein to the cause of free- 
dom. Without going into controversies 
now happily past, we may recall what 
Gen. Botha said in the South African 
Parliament a few days ago when ex- 
pressing his conviction of the righteous- 
ness of Britain’s cause and explaining 
the firm resolve of the South African 
Union to aid her in every possible way. 
“ Great Britain had given them a Consti- 
tution under which they could create a 
great nationality, and had ever since re- 
garded them as a free people and as a 
sister State. Although there might be 
many who in the past had been hostile 
toward the British flag, he could vouch 
for it that they would ten times rather 
be under the British than under the Ger- 
man flag.” 


Loyalty of the Empire. 


The German Chancellor is equally un- 
fortunate in his references to the “ Co- 
lonial Empire.” So far from British 
policy having been “ recklessly egotistic,” 
it has resulted in a great rally of affec- 
tion and common interest by all the 
British dominions and _ dependencies, 
among which there is not one which is 
not aiding Britain by soldiers or other 
contributions or both in this war. 


With regard to the matter of treaty 
obligations generally, the German Chan- 
cellor excuses the breach of Belgian 
neutrality by military necessity—at the 
same time making a virtue of having 
respected the neutrality of Holland and 
Switzerland, and saying that it does not 
enter his head to touch the neutrality of 
the Scandinavian countries. A virtue 
which admittedly is only practiced in the 
absence of temptation from self-interest 
and military advantage does not seem 
greatly worth vaunting. To the Chan- 
cellor’s concluding statement that “to 
the German sword’ is intrusted “the 


care of freedom for European peoples 
and States,” the treatment of Belgium 
is a sufficient answer. 


MR. ASQUITH AT EDINBURGH. 


Speech in Usher Hall, Sept. 18. 

A fortnight ago today, in the Guild- 
hall of the City of London, I endeavored 
to present to the nation and to the world 
the reasons which have compelled us, the 
people of all others which have the 
greatest interest in the maintenance of 
peace, to engage in the hazards and hor- 
rors of war. I do not wish to repeat to- 
night in any detail what I then said. 


The war has arisen immediately and 
ostensibly, as every one knows, out of a 
dispute between Austria and Servia, in 
which we in this country had no direct 
concern. The diplomatic history of those 
critical weeks—the last fortnight in July 
and the first few days of August—is now 
accessible to all the world. It has been 
supplemented during the last few days 
by the admirable and exhaustive dispatch 
of our late Ambassador at Vienna, Sir 
Maurice de Bunsen, a dispatch which I 
trust everybody will read, and no one 
who reads it can doubt that, largely 
through the efforts of my right honor- 
able friend and colleague Sir Edward 
Grey [loud cheers] the conditions of a 
peaceful settlement of the actual con- 
troversy were already within sight when, 
on July 31, Germany [hisses] by her own 
deliberate act made war a certainty. 

The facts are incontrovertible. They 
are not sought to be controverted, ex- 
cept, indeed, by the invention and circu- 
lation of such wanton falsehoods as that 
France was contemplating, and even 
commencing, the violation of Belgian ter- 
ritory as a first step on her road to Ger- 
many. The result is that we are at war, 
and, as I have already shown elsewhere, 
and as I repeat here tonight, we are at 
war for three reasons—in the first place, 
to vindicate the sanctity of treaty obliga- 
tions [“ Hear, hear!”] and of what is 
properly called the public law of Europe, 
[‘‘ Hear, hear! ”;] in the second place, to 
assert and to enforce the independence 
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of free States, relatively small and weak, 
against the encroachments and the vio- 
lence of the strong, [cheers,] and, in the 
third place, to withstand, as we believe 
in the best interests not only of our own 
empire but of civilization at large, the 
arrogant claim of a single power to dom- 
inate the development of the destinies of 
Europe. [Cheers.] 


Meeting a Challenge. 


Since I last spoke some faint attempts 
have been made in Germany to dispute 
the accuracy and the sincerity of this 
statement of our attitude and aim. It 
has been suggested, for instance, that 
our professed zeal for treaty rights and 
for the interests of small States is a 
newborn and simulated passion. What, 
we are asked, has Great Britain cared 
in the past for treaties or for the smaller 
nationalities except when she had some 
ulterior and selfish purpose of her own 
to serve? I am quite ready to meet that 
challenge, and to meet it in the only 
way in which it could be met, by refer- 
ence to history. And out of many illus- 
trations which I might take I will con- 
tent myself here tonight with two, wide- 
ly removed in point of time, but both, as 
it happens, very apposite to the present 
case. 


I will go back first to the war carried 
on first against the revolutionary Gov- 
ernment of France and then against Na- 
poleon, which broke out in 1798, and 
which lasted for more than twenty years. 
We had then at the head of the Govern- 
ment in this country one of the most 
peace-loving Ministers who have ever 
presided over our fortunes—Mr. Pitt. 
For three years, from 1789 to 1792, he 
resolutely refused to interfere in any 
way with the revolutionary proceedings 
in France or in the wars that sprang out 
of them, and as lately,I think, as February 
in 1792, in a memorable speech in the 
House of Commons, which shows among 
other things the shortness of human 
foresight, he declared that there never 
was a time when we in this country 
could more reasonably expect fifteen 
years of peace. 

And what was it, gentlemen, that, with- 


in a few months of that declaration, led 
this pacific Minister to war? It was-the 
invasion of the treaty rights guaranteed 
by ourselves of a small European State, 
the then States General of Holland. 
[Cheers.] For nearly 200 years the great 
powers of Europe had guaranteed to 
Holland the exclusive navigation of the 
River Scheldt. The French revolution- 
ary Government invaded what is now 
Belgium, and as a first act of hostility 
to Holland declared the navigation of the 
Scheldt to be open. Our interest in that 
matter then, as now, was relatively small 
and insignificant, but what was Mr. 
Pitt’s reply? 


Defense of Small States. 


I quote you the exact words he used in 
the House of Commons, they are so ap- 
plicable to the circumstances of the pres- 
ent moment. This is in 1793: 

England will never consent that another 
country should arrogate the power of an- 
nulling, at her pleasure, the political sys- 
tem of Europe, established by solemn 
treaties and guaranteed by the consent of 
the powers. [Cheers.] 


He went on to say: 


This House [the House of Commons] 
means substantial good faith to its en- 
gagements. If it retains a just sense of 
the solemn faith of treaties, it must show 
a determination to support them. 


And it was in consequence of that stub- 
born and unyielding determination to 
maintain treaties to defend small States, 
to resist the aggressive domination of a 
single power, that we were involved in a 
war which we had done everything to 
avoid, and which was carried on upon 
a scale, both as to area and as to dura- 
tion, up to then unexampled in the his- 
tory of mankind. That is one precedent. 
Let me give you one more. 


I come down to 1870, when this very 
treaty to which we are parties, no less 
than Germany, and which guarantees 
the integrity and independence of Bel- 
gium, was threatened... Mr. Gladstone 
was then Prime Minister of this country, 
[cheers,] and he was, if possible,.a 
stronger and more ardent advocate of 
peace even than Mr. Pitt himself. 
[“ Hear, hear! ’’] : 
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Mr. Gladstone’s Dictum. 


Mr. Gladstone, pacific as he was, felt 
so strongly the sanctity of our obliga- 
tions that—though here again we had no 
direct interest of any kind at stake—he 
made agreements with France and Prus- 
sia to co-operate with either of the 
belligerents if the other violated Belgian 
territory, and I should like to read a 
passage from a speech ten years later, 
delivered in 1880, by Mr. Gladstone him- 
self in this city, in which he reviewed 
that transaction and explained his rea- 
sons for it. He said: “If we had gone 
to war ”—which he was prepared to do— 
“we should have gone to war for free- 


dom; we should have gone to war for 


public right; we should have gone to war 
to save human happiness from being in- 
vaded by tyrannous and lawless power.” 
That is what I call a good cause, though 
I detest war, and there are no epithets 
too strong if you will supply me with 
them that I will not endeavor ‘to heap 
upon its head. 

So much for our own action in the past 
in regard to treaties and small States. 
But faint as is this denial of this part of 
our case, it becomes fainter still, it dis- 
solves into the thinnest of thin air, when 
it has to deal with our contention that 
we and our allies are withstanding a 
power whose aim is nothing less than the 
domination of Europe. [“ Hear, hear!’”] 

It is, indeed, the avowed belief of the 
leaders of German thought—I will not 
say of the German people—of those who 
for many years past have controlled Ger- 
man policy, that such a domination, 
carrying with it the supremacy of what 
they call German culture [laughter] and 
the German spirit is the best thing that 
could happen to the world. 


German “ Culture.” 

Let me then ask for a moment what is 
this German culture, what is this Ger- 
man spirit of which the Emperor’s 
armies are at present the missionaries 
in Belgium and in France? [Laughter.] 
Mankind owes much to Germany, a very 
great debt for the contributions she has 
made to philosophy, to science and to 
the arts; but that which is specifically 
German in the movement of the world 


in the last thirty years has been, on the 
intellectual side, the development of the 
doctrine of the supreme and ultimate 
prerogative in human affairs of material 
forces, and, on the practical side, taking 
of the foremost place in the fabrication 
and the multiplication of the machinery 
of destruction. 


To the men who have adopted this gos- 
pel, who believe that power is the be all 
and end all of the State, naturally a 
treaty is nothing more than a piece of 
parchment, and all the Old World talk 
about the rights of the weak and the 
obligations of the strong is only so much 
threadbare and nauseating cant, for one 
very remarkable feature of this new 
school of doctrine is, whatever be its 
intellectual or its ethical merits, that it 
has turned out as an actual code for life 
to be a very purblind philosophy. 

The German culture, the German 
spirit, did not save the Emperor and his 
people from delusions and miscalcula- 
tions as dangerous as they were absurd 
in regard to the British Empire. 


A Fantastic Dream. 


We were believed by these cultivated 
observers [laughter] to be the decadent 
descendants of a people who, by a com- 
bination of luck and of fraud, [laughter,] 
had managed to obtain dominion over a 
vast quantity of the surface and the 
populations of the globe. 

This fortuitous aggregation [laughter 
and cheers] which goes by the name of 
the British Empire was supposed to be 
so insecurely founded, and so loosely knit 
together, that at the first touch of 
serious menace from without it would fall 
to pieces and tumble to the ground. 
[Cheers. ] 

Our great’ dominions were getting 
heartily tired of the imperial connection. 
India, [loud cheers,] it was natorious to 
every German traveler, [laughter,] was 
on the verge of open revolt, and here at 
home we, the people of this United 
Kingdom, were riven by dissension so 
deep and so fierce that our energies, 
whether for resistance or for attack, 
would be completely paralyzed. 

What a fantastic dream, [“ Hear, 
hear! ”] and what a rude awakening! 
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[Laughter and cheers.] And in this vast 
and grotesque and yet tragic miscalcu- 
lation is to be found one of the roots, 
perhaps the main root, of the present 
war. 


But let us go one step more. It has 
been said, “ By their fruits ye shall know 
them,” and history will record that when 
the die was cast and the struggle began, 
it was the disciples of that same creed 
who revived methods of warfare which 
have for centuries past been condemned 
by the common sense as well as by the 
humanity of the great mass of the 
civilized world. [Cheers.] 


Branded on the Brow. 


Louvain, Malines, Termonde—these 
are names which will henceforward be 
branded on the brow of German culture. 
The ruthless sacking of the ancient and 
famous towns of Belgium is fitly supple- 
mented by the story that reaches us only 
today from our own headquarters in 
France of the proclamation issued less 
than a week ago by the German authori- 
ties, who were for a moment, and happily 
for little more than a moment, in occupa- 
tion of the venerable city of Rheims. 


Mr. Asquith then read the concluding 
paragraph of the proclamation which 
appeared in these columns yesterday. 


Do not let it be forgotten that it is 
from a power whose intellectual leaders 
are imbued with the idea that I have de- 
scribed, and whose Generals in the field 
sanction and even direct those practices 
—it is from that power the claim pro- 
ceeds to impose its culture, its spirit, 
which means its domination, upon the 
rest of Europe. That is a claim, I say 
to you, to all my fellow-countrymen, to 
every citizen and subject of the British 
Empire whose ears and eyes my words 
can reach—that is a claim that every- 
thing that is great in our past and every- 
thing that promises hope or progress in 
our future summons us to resist to the 
end. [Loud cheers.] 


The task—do not let us deceive our- 
selves—will not be a light one. Its full 
accomplishment—and nothing short of 
full acomplishment [cheers]—is worthy 
of our traditions or will satisfy our re- 


solve—will certainly take months. It 
may even take years. 

I have come here tonight not to ask 
you to count the cost, for no price can be 
too high to pay when honor and freedom 
are at stake, but to put before you, as I 
have tried to do, the magnitude of the 
issue and the supreme necessity that lies 
upon us as a nation, nay as a brother- 
hood and family of nations, to rise to its 
height and acquit ourselves of our duty. 


Our Favorable Position.. 

The war has now lasted more than six 
weeks. Our supremacy at sea [great 
cheers] has not been seriously questioned. 
[Laughter.] Full supplies of food and of 
raw materials are making their way to 


-our shores from every quarter of the 


globe. [Cheers.] Our industries, with 
one or two exceptions, maintain their 
activities. 


Unemployment is so far not seriously 
in excess of the average. The monetary 
situation has improved, and every effort 
that the zeal and the skill of the Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer, [cheers,] with 
the co-operation and expert advice of the 
bankers and business men of the country, 
can devise—every effort is being made 
to achieve what is most essential, the 
complete re-establishment of the foreign 
exchanges. 

Meanwhile, the merchant shipping of 
the enemy has been hunted from the 
seas [cheers] and our seaman are still 
patiently, or impatiently, [iaughter,] 
waiting for a chance to try conclusions 
with the opposing fleet. Great and in- 
calculable is the debt which we have 
owed during these weeks, and which in 
increasing measure we shall continue to 
owe, to our navy. [Cheers.] The navy 
needs no help, and as the months roll on 
—thanks to a far-sighted policy in the 
past—its proportionate strength will 
grow. [Cheers.] 

Army’s Glorious Record. 

If we turn to our army [cheers] we 
can say with equal justice and pride that 
during these weeks it has rivaled the 
most glorious records of its past. 
[Cheers.] Sir John French [cheers] 
and his gallant officers and men live in 
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our hearts, as they will live in the mem- 
ories of those who come afterward. 
[Cheers. ] 

But splendid achievements such as 
these—equally splendid in retirement 
and in advance [“ Hear, hear!” ]—cannot 
be won without a heavy expenditure of 
life and limb, of equipment and supplies. 
Even now, at this very early stage, I 
suppose there is hardly a person here 
who is not suffering from anxiety and 
suspense. Some of us are plunged in 
sorrow for the loss of those we love; cut 
off, some of them, in the springtime of 
their young lives. We will not mourn 
for them overmuch. One crowded hour 
of glorious life is worth an age without 
a name. [Cheers.] 

These gaps have to be filled. The 
wastage of modern war is relentless and 
almost inconceivable. We have—I mean 
his Majesty’s Government have—since 
the war began dispatched to the front 
already considerably over 200,000 men 
[cheers] and the amplest provision has 
been made for keeping them supplied 
with all that was necessary in food, in 
stores, and in equipment. They will very 
soon be reinforced by regular troops 
from India, from Egypt, and the Medi- 
terranean, and in due time by the con- 
tingents which our dominions are fur- 
nishing with such magnificent patriotism 
and liberality. [Cheers.] 


Eager Territorials. 


We have with us here our own gallant 
territorials, becoming every day a fitter 
and a finer force, eager and anxious to 
respond to any call either at home or 
abroad that may be made upon them. 
[Cheers.] But that is not enough. We 
must do still more. Already, in little 
more than a month, we have 500,000 
recruits for the four new armies which, 
as Lord Kitchener told the country yes- 
terday, he means to have ready to bring 
into the field. In a single day we have 
had as many men enlist as we have been 
accustomed to enlist in the course of a 
whole year. It is not, I think, surprising 
that the machinery has been overstrained, 
and there have been many cases of tem- 
porary inconvenience and hardship and 
‘discomfort. With time and patience and 
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good organization these things will be 
set right, and the new scale of allow- 
ances which was announced in Parlia- 
ment yesterday [cheers] will do much 
to mitigate the lot of wives and children 
and dependents who are left behind. 
[Cheers.] 


We want more men, and, perhaps most 
of all, the help for training them. Every 
one in the whole of this kingdom who has 
in days gone by, as officer or as non- 
commissioned officer, served his country 
never had a greater or more fruitful op- 
portunity for service than is presented to 
him today. [Cheers.] We appeal to the 
manhood of the three kingdoms. To such 
an appeal I know well, coming from your 
senior representative in the House of 
Commons, that Scotland will not turn a 
deaf ear. [Cheers.] 


Scotland is doing well, and, indeed, 
more than well, and no part of Scotland 
I believe, in proportion, better than Edin- 
burgh. I cannot say with what pleasure 
I heard the figures given out by the 
Lord Provost and those which have been 
supplied to me by the gallant gentleman 
who has the Scottish command [cheers,] 
which show, indeed, as we expected, that 
Scotland is more than holding her own. 
In that connection let me repeat what I 
said two weeks ago in London. We think 
it of the highest importance that so far 
as possible,and subject to the accidents 
of war, people belonging to the same 
place, breathing the same atmosphere, 
having the same associations, should be 
kept together. 

Our recruits come to us spontaneously, 
under no kind of compulsion, [cheers,] 
of their own free will to meet a national 
and an imperial need. We present to 
them no material inducement in the shape 
either of bounty or bribe, and they have 
to face the prospect of a spell of hard 
training from which most of the com- 
forts and all the luxuries that any of 
them have been accustomed to are rig- 
orously banished. But then, when they 
are fully equipped for their patriotic 
task, they will have the opportunity of 
striking a blow, it may be even of laying 
down their lives, not to serve the cause of 
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cannot be translated into what one of 
our poets has called “ The law of nicely 
calculated less or more.” What was it 
we had at stake? First and foremost, 
the fulfillment to the small and relatively 
weak country of our plighted word 
[cheers] and behind and beyond that the 
maintenance of the whole system of in- 
ternational good-will which is the moral 
bond of the civilized world. [Cheers.] 
Here again they were wrong in thinking 
that the reign of ideas, Old World ideas 
like those of duty and good faith, had 
been superseded by the ascendency of 
force. My Lord Mayor, war is at all 
times a hideous thing; at the best an 
evil to be chosen in preference to worse 
evils, and at the worst little better than 
the letting loose of hell upon earth. The 
prophet of old spoke of the “confused 
noise of battle and the garments rolled 
in blood,” but in these modern days, with 
the gigantic scale of the opposing armies 
and the scientific developments of the 
instruments of destruction, war has be- 
come an infinitely more devastating 
thing than it ever was before. The 
hope that the general recognition of a 
humaner code would soften or abate 
some of its worst brutalities has been 
rudely dispelled by the events of the 
last few weeks. [‘ Shame!’] 


Shameful and Cynical Desecration. 


The German invasion of Belgium and 
France contributes, indeed, some of the 
blackest pages to its sombre annals. 
Rarely has a non-combatant popula- 
tion suffered more severely, and rarely, 
if ever, have the monuments of piety 
and of learning and those sentiments 
of religion and national association, of 
which they are the permanent embodi- 
ment, even in the worst times of the most 
ruthless warriors, been so shamefully and 
cynically desecrated; and behind the ac- 
tual theatre of conflict with its smoke 
and its carnage there are the sufferings 
ef those who are left behind, the waste 
of wealth, the economic dislocation, the 
heritage, the long heritage of enmities 
and misunderstanding which war brings 
in its train. Why do I dwell upon these 
things? It is to say this, that great in- 
deed is the responsibility of those who 


allow their country—as we have done—to 
be drawn into such a welter; but there 
is one thing much worse than to take 
such a responsibility, and that is, upon a 
fitting occasion, to shirk it. [Cheers.] 
Our record in the matter is clear. We 
strove up to the last moment for peace 
[cheers] and only when we were satis- 
fied that the price of peace was the be- 
trayal of other countries and the dis- 
honor and degradation of our own we 
took up the sword. [Prolonged cheers.] 
I should like, if I might for a moment, 
beyond this inquiry into causes and mo- 
tives, to ask your attention and that of 
my fellow-countrymen to the end which 
in this war we ought to keep in view. 
Forty-four years ago, at the time of the 
war of 1870, Mr. Gladstone used these 
words. He said: “The greatest triumph 
of our time will be the enthronement of 
the idea of public right as the governing 
idea of European politics.” Nearly fifty 
years have passed. Little progress, it 
seems, has yet been made toward that 
good and beneficent change, but it seems 
to me to be now at this moment as good 
a definition as we can have of our Euro- 
pean policy. The idea of public right; 
what does it mean when translated into 
concrete terms? It means, first and fore- 
most, the clearing of the ground by the 
definite repudiation of militarism as the 
governing factor in the relation of States, 
and of the future molding of the Euro- 
pean world. It means, next, that room 
must be found and kept for the independ- 
ent existence and the free development 
of the smaller nationalities, [cheers,] 
each with a corporate consciousness of 
its own. 
The Recognition of Nationality. 

Belgium, Holland, and Switzerland and 
the Scandinavian countries, Greece, and 
the Balkan States, they must be recog- 
nized as having exactly as good a title as 
their more powerful neighbors—more 
powerful in strength and in wealth—ex- 
actly as good a title to a place in the 
sun. [Prolonged cheers.and some laugh- 
ter.] And it means, finally, or it ought 
to mean, perhaps by a slow and gradual 
process, the substitution for force, for 
the clash of competing ambition, for 
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our gailant navy by one of the hazards 
ot warlare at sea, But of those who 
have fallen in both services we may ask 
how could men die better? [Cheers.] 


The Indian Contingent. 


They have \eft behind them an example 
and an appeal, From all quarters of the 
empire its best manhood is flowing in. 
The first Indian contingent is, I believe, 
lending today at Marseilles, [loud 
Cheers,| and in all parte of our great 
dominions the convoys are already mus- 
tering. Over half 2 million recruits have 
joined the wlors here at home, [cheers,] 
ana 1 come to ask you in Ireland, though 
you don’t need my asking, to take your 
part. (Cheers and shouts of “We must.”] 
There was a time when, through the 
operations of laws which every one now 
acknowledges to have been both unjust 


_ Bp impolitic, (“ Hear, hear! ”] the mar- 


tia) spirit of and the capacity for which 


_Srishmen have always been conspicuous, 


found its chief outlet in the alien armies 
of the Continent. I have seen it com- 
puted—I do not know whether with pre- 
Gse aecoracy—but I have seen it com- 
puted upon good authority that in the 
first fifty years of the eighteenth century, 
when the penal laws were here in full 
sewing, nearly half a million Irishmen en- 
listed under the banners of the empire of 
France and Spzin, and we at home in the ~ 
United Kingdom suffered a double loss; 


‘for, gentlemen, not only were we drained 


yeor by year of some of our best fighting 
material, (“ Hear, hear!”] but over and 
over again we found ourselves engaged 
in battle array suffering and inflicting 
dezdly loss upon those who might have 
been, and under happier conditions would 
have been, fellow-soldiers of our own. 
[Cheers.] The British Empire has al- 
ways been proud, and with reason, of 
those Irish regiments [cheers] and their 
Irish leaders, [more cheers,] and was 
never prouder of them that it is today. 
[Grea’ cheering.] We ask you here in 
Ireland to give us more, (cheers, and a 
Voice, “ You'll get them,’] to give them 
without stinting. We ask Ireland to give 
of her sons, the most in number, the best 
in quality that 2 proud and loyal daugh- 
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ter of the empire ought to devote toe the 
common cause. [Cheers.] 


The Volunteers of Ireland. 


The conditions seem to me to be ex- 
ceptionally favorable for the purpose. 
We have of late been witnessing here in 
Ireland a spontaneous enrollment and 
organization in all parts of the country of 
bodies of volunteers. I say nothing—for 
I wish tonight to avoid trespassing upon 
even a square inch of controversial ground 
—I say nothing of the causes or motives 
which brought them originally into exist- 
ence, [laughter,] and have fostered their 
growth and strength. I will only say— 
and this is my nearest approach to poli- 
- tices tonight—that there are two things 

which to my mind have become unthink- 
able. The first is that one section of 
Irishmen are going to fight. [Loud 
cheers.] The second is that Great Britain 
is going to fight either. [Renewed 
cheers.] Speaking here in Dublin, I may 
perhaps address myself for a moment 
particularly to the National Volunteers, 
and I am going to ask them all over Ire- 
land—not only them, but I make the ap- 
peal to them particularly—to contribute 
with promptitude and enthusiasm a large 
and worthy contingent of recruits to the 
second new army of half a million, which 
is growing up as it were out of the 
ground. [Cheers.] I should like to see, 
and we all want to see, an Irish brigade, 
[cheers,] or, better still, an Irish army 
corps. [Loud cheers.] Do not let them be 
afraid that by joining the colors they will 
lose their identity and become absorbed 
in some invertebrate mass, or, what 
is perhaps equally repugnant, be arti- 
ficially redistributed in units which have 
no national cohesion or character. We 
wish to the utmost limit that military 
exigencies will allow that men who have 
been already associated in this or that 
district in training and in common exer- 
cises should be kept together and con- 
tinue to recognize the corporate bond 
which now unites them. [“Hear, hear!’’] 
And of one thing further I am sure. We 
are in urgent need of competent officers, 
and we think that if the officers now en- 
gaged in training these men are proved 


equal to the test, there is no fear that 
their services will not be gladly and 
gratefully retained. I repeat that the 


empire needs recruits, and needs them at 


once, that they may be fully trained and 
equipped in time to take their part in 
what may well be the decisive fields of 
the greatest struggle in the history of 
the world. That is our immediate neces- 
sity, and no Irishman in responding to 
it need be afraid that he is prejudicing 
the future of the volunteers. [Cheers.] 
I do not say, and I can not say, under 
what precise form or organization, but 
I trust and believe, and indeed I am cer- 
tain, that the volunteers will become a 
permanent part, an integral and a charac- 
teristic part, of the defensive forces of 


the Crown. [Cheers.] I have only one - 


more thing to say to you. [Cries of “Go 
on.”] If our need is great your oppor- 
tunity is also great. [Cheers.] The call 
which I am making is, as you know well, 
backed by the sympathy of your fellow- 
Irishmen in all parts of the empire and 
the world. Old animosities between us 
are dead. [Loud and prolonged cheers.] 
Scattered like the Autumn leaves to the 
four winds of heaven, we are a united 
nation, [renewed cheers,] owing and pay- 
ing to our sovereign the heartfelt alle- 
giance of men who at home not only love 
but enjoy -for themselves the liberty 
which our soldiers and our sailors are 
fighting by land and by sea to maintain 
and to extend for others. There is no 
question of compulsion or bribery. What 
we want we believe you are ready and 
eager to give as the free-will offering 
of a free people. [Great cheering.] 


The Earl of Meath, Lord Lieutenant of 
County Dublin, who was next called on, 
declared that their gathering would be 
historic because for the first time in her 
history Irishmen of all classes, creeds, 
and politics had met on the same plat- 
form. The modern Attila might be 


known, as his predecessor was known, as — 


the scourge of God. But for the constant 
vigilance of our army and our fleet Ire- 
land might have met the fate of Belgium. 
He suggested that Earl Kitchener should, 
as far as possible, see that the Irish 
corps at the front should act together. 
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MR. ASQUITH AT CARDIFF. 


Speech in the Skating Rink, Oct. 2. 
In the course of the last month I have 


addressed meetings in London, Edin- - 


burgh, and Dublin, and now in the com- 
pletion of the task which I set myself 
and which the kindness of our great 
municipalities has allowed me to per- 
form I have come to Cardiff. [Cheers.] 
England, Scotland, and Ireland have each 
of them a definite and a well-established 
capital city, but I have always under- 
stood that there was some doubt where 
the capital of the Principality of Wales 
was to be found on the map. [Laugh- 
ter.] Wales is a single and indivisible 
entity with a life of its own, drawing its 
vitality from an ancient past, and both, I 
believe, in the volume and in the reality 
of its activity, never more virile than it is 
today. [Cheers.] But I do not know 


that there is any general agreement - 


among Welshmen as to where their capi- 
tal is to be found, [laughter, and a voice, 
“Here,’] and without attempting as an 
outsider to differentiate or to reconcile 
competing claims I stand here tonight on 
what I believe to be a safe coign of van- 
tage under the hospitality and the au- 
thority of the Lord Mayor of Cardiff. 


Though I am not altogether a stranger 
to Wales, you may nevertheless ask why 
I have requested your permission to ad- 
dress this great audience here tonight, 

-I am not altogether an idle man, and 
during the last few months I can hon- 
estly say that there has hardly been a 
day, indeed there have been very few 
hours, which have not been preoccupied 
with grave cares and responsibility. But 
throughout them all I have been, and I 
am, sustained by a profound and un- 
shakable belief in the righteousness of 
our cause [cheers] and by overwhelming 
evidence that in the pursuit and the 
maintenance of that cause the Govern- 
ment have behind them, without distinc- 
tion of race, of party, or of class, the 
whole moral and material support of 
the British Empire. [Cheers.] Let me 


take the opportunity to acknowledge and. 


to welcome the calm, reasoned, and dig- 
nified statement of our cause which the 


Christian Churches of the United King- 
dom, through some of their most dis- 
tinguished leaders and ministers, have 
this week presented to the world. 
[Cheers. ] 


The United Voice of the Empire. 


I will not repeat, and I certainly can- 
not improve upon it, and indeed I am not 
here tonight to argue out propositions 
which British citizens in every part of 
the world today regard as beyond the 
reach of controversy. I do not suppose 
that in the history of mankind there has 
ever been in such a vast and diverse 
community agreement so unanimous in 
purpose and so concentrated, a corporate 
conscience so clear and so convinced, co- 
operation so spontaneous, so ardent, and 
so resolute. [Cheers.] Just consider 
what it means, here in this United King- 
dom—England, Scotland, Ireland, and 
Wales—to hear one plain, harmonious, 
great united voice over the seas from 
our great dominions. [Cheers.] Canada, 
Australia, South Africa, New Zealand,- 
our crown colonies, swell the chorus, 

In India [cheers]—where whatever we 
won by the sword we hold and we re- 
tain by the more splendid title of just 
and disinterested rule by the authority, 
not of a despot, but of a trustee [cheers] 
—the response to our common appeal 
has moved all our fellings to their pro- 
foundest depths, and has been such as 
to shiver and to shatter the vain and ig- 
norant imaginings of our enemies. 
[Cheers.] That is a remarkable and in- 
deed a unique spectacle. 

What is it that stirred the imagina- 
tion, aroused the conscience, enlisted the 
manhood, welded into one compact and 
irresistible force the energies and the 
greatest imperial structure that the 
world has ever known?  [Cheers.] 
That is a question which, for a mo- 
ment at any rate, it is well worth 
asking and answering. Let me say, 
then, first. negatively, that we are 
not impelled, any of us, by some of 
the motives which have occasioned the 
bloody struggles of the past. In this 
case, so far as we are concerned, am- 
bition and aggression play no part. What 
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do we want? What do we aim at? 
What have we to gain? 


We are a great, worldwide, peace- 
loving partnership. By the wisdom and 
the courage of our forefathers, by 
great deeds of heroism and adventure 
by land and sea, by the insight and cor- 
porate sagacity, the tried and tested ex- 
perience of many generations, we have 
built up’a dominion which is buttressed 
by the two pillars of liberty and law. 
[Cheers.] We are not vain enough or 
foolish enough to think that in the course 
of a long process there have not been 
blunders, or worse than blunders, and 
that today our dominion does not fall 
short of what in our ideals it might and 
it ought and, we believe, it is destined to 
be. But such as we have received it and 
such as we hope to have it, with it we 
are content. [Cheers.] 


Why We Are at War. 


We do not covet any people’s territory. 
We have no desire to impose our rule 
upon alien populations. The British Em- 
pire is enough for us. [Laughter and 
cheers.] All that we wished for, all that 
we wish for now, is to be allowed peace- 
ably to consolidate our own resources, to 
raise within the empire the level of 
common opportunity, to draw closer the 
bond of affection and confidence between 
its parts, and to make it everywhere the 
worthy home of the best traditions of 
British liberty. [Cheers.] Does it not 
follow from that that nowhere in the 
world is there a people who have 
stronger motives to avoid war and to 
seek and ensue peace? Why, then, are 
the British people throughout the length 
and breadth of our empire everywhere 
turning their plowshares into swords? 
Why are the best of our ablebodied men 
leaving the fields and the factory and the 
counting house for the recruiting office 
and the training camp? 

If, as I have said, we have no desire 
to add to our imperial burdens, either 
in area or in responsibility, it is equally 
true that in entering this war we had 
no ill-will to gratify nor wrongs of our 
own to avenge. [“ Hear, hear!”] In re- 
gard to Germany in particular [groans] 


our policy—-repeatedly stated’in Parlia- 
ment, resolutely pursued year after year 
both in London and in Berlin—our policy 
has been to remove one by one the out- 
standing causes of possible friction and 
so to establish a firm basis for cordial 
relations in the days to come. 


We have said from the first—I have 
said it over and over again, and so has 
Sir Edward Grey—we have said from the 
first that our friendships with certain 
powers, with France, [cheers,] with Rus- 
sia, and with Japan, were not to be con- 
strued as implying cold feelings and still 
less hostile purposes against any other 
power. But at the same time we have 
always made it clear, to quote words 
used by Sir Edward Grey as far back 
as November, 1911—I quote his exact 
words—“ One does not make new friend- 
ships worth having by deserting old 
ones.” New friendships by all means let 
us have, but not at the expense of the 
ones we have. That has been, and I trust 
will always be, the attitude of those 
whom the Kaiser in his now notorious 
proclamation describes as the treacher- 
ous English. [Laughter and “ Oh, oh!”] 


Germany’s Demand in 1912. 


We laid down, and I wish to call not 
only your attention but the attention of 
the whole world to this, when so many 
false legends are now being invented and 
circulated, in the following year—in the 
year 1912—we laid down in terms care- 
fully approved by the Cabinet, and which 
I will textually quote, what our relations 
with Germany ought in our view to be. 
We said, and we communicated this to 
the German Government, “Britain de- 
clares that she will neither make nor join 
in any unprovoked attack upon Germany. 
Aggression upon Germany is not the sub- 
ject and forms no part of any treaty, 
understanding, or combination to which 
Britain is now a party, nor will she be- 
come a party to anything that.has such 
an object.” There is nothing ambiguous 
or equivocal about that. [‘‘ Hear, hear! ”] 

But that was not enough for German 
statesmanship. They wanted us to go 
further. They asked us to pledge our- 
selves absolutely to neutrality. in the 
event of Germany being engaged in war, 
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and this, mind you, at a time when Ger- 
many was enormously increasing both 
her aggressive and defensive resources, 
and especially upon the sea. They asked 
us, to put it quite plainly, for a free hand, 
so far as we were concerned, when they 
selected the opportunity to overbear, to 
dominate the European world. 


To such a demand but one answer was 
possible, and that was the answer we 
gave. [Cheers.] None the less we have 
continued during the whole of the last 
two years, and never more energetically 
and more successfully than during the 
Balkan crisis of last year, to work not 
- only for the peace of Europe but for the 
creation of a better international atmos- 
phere and a more cordial co-operation 
between all the powers. [Cheers.] From 
both points of view, that of our domestic 
interests as a kingdom and an empire, 
and that of our settled attitude and 
policy in the counsels of Europe, a war 


such as this, which injures the one and = 


frustrates the other, was and could only 
be regarded as among the worst of catas- 
trophes—among the worst of catastro- 
phes, but not the worst. [Cheers.] 


“The Blackest Annals of Barbarism.” 


Four weeks ago, speaking at the Guild- 
hall, in the City of London, when the war 
was still in its early days, I asked my 
fellow-countrymen with what counte- 
nance, with what conscience, had we 
basely chose to stand aloof, we could 
have watched from day to day the ter- 
rible unrolling of events—public faith 
shamelessly broken, the freedom of a 
small people trodden in the dust, the 
wanton invasion of Belgium and then of 
France by hordes who leave behind them 
at every stage of their progress a dis- 
mal trail of savagery, of devastation, 
and of desecration worthy of the black- 
est annals in the history of barbarism. 
[Cheers.] That was four weeks ago. 
The war has now lasted for sixty days, 
and every one of those days has added 
to the picture its share of sombre and 
repulsive traits. We now see clearly 
written down in letters of carnage and 
spoliation the real aims and methods of 
this long-prepared and well-organized 
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scheme against the liberties of Europe. 
[Cheers. ] 


I say nothing of other countries. I 
pass no judgment upon them. But if 
we here in Great Britain had abstained 
and remained neutral, forsworn our 
word, deserted our friends, faltered and 
compromised with the plain dictates of 
our duty—nay, if we had not shown our- 
selves ready to strike with all our forces 
at the common enemy of civilization and 
freedom, there would have been nothing 
left for our country but to veil her face 
in shame and to be ready in her turn—for 
her time would have come—to share the 
doom which she would have richly de- 
served, and after centuries of glorious 
life to go down to her grave, unwept, 
unhonored, and unsung. [Loud cheers. ] 


Let us gladly acknowledge what be- 
comes clearer and clearer every day, that 
the world is just as ready as it ever was, 
and no part of it readier than the British 
Empire, to understand and to respond to 
moral issues. [Cheers.]. The new school 
of German thought has been teaching for 
a generation past that in the affairs of 
nations there is no code of ethics. Ac- 
cording to their doctrine force and noth- 
ing but force is the test and the measure 
of right. As the events which are going 
on before our eyes have made it 
plain, they have succeeded only too well 
in indoctrinating with their creed—I will 
not say the people of Germany; like 
Burke, I will not attempt to draw up an 
indictment against a nation—I will not 
say the people of Germany, but those 
who control and execute German policy. 
[Cheers. ] 

But it is one of those products of Ger- 
man genius which, whether or not it was 
intended exclusively for home consump- 
tion, [laughter,] has not, I am happy to 
say, found a market abroad, and certainly 
not within the boundaries of the British 
Empire. [Cheers.] We still believe here, 
old-fashioned people as we are, in the 
sanctity of treaties, [cheers,] that the 
weak have rights and that the strong 
have duties, that small nationalities have 
every bit as good a title as large ones to 
life and independence, and that freedom 
for its own sake is as well worth fighting 
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for today as it ever was in the past. 
[Cheers.] And we look forward at the 
end of this war to a Europe in which 
these great and simple and venerable 
truths will be recognized and safe- 
guarded forever against the _ recru- 
descence of the era of blood and iron. 
[Cheers.] Stated in a few words that is 
the reason for our united front, the reason 
that has brought our gallant Indian war- 
riors to.Marseilles, that is extracting 
from our most distant dominions the best 
of their manhood, and which in the course 
of two months has transformed the 
United Kingdom into a vast recruiting 
ground. [Cheers.] 

Greatest Emergency in Our History. 

Now I have come here tonight not to 
talk but to do business. [Laughter and 
cheers.] Before I sit down I want to 
say to you a few practical words. We 
are confronted, as you all know and 
recognize, by the greatest emergency in 
our history. Every part of the United 
Kingdom and every man and every wo- 
man in every part of it is called upon 
to make his or her contribution and to 
do his or her share, [cheers,] and our 
primary business is. to fill the -ranks. 
There is, I find, in some quarters an 
apprehension that the recruiting for the 
new army and the functions to be as- 
signed to that army when it is formed 
and trained may interfere with or may in 
some way belittle or disparage the ter- 
ritorial force. Believe me, no delusion 
could be more mischievous or more com- 
plete. 


No praise could be too high for the 
patriotic and sustained efforts of the 
county associations or for the quality and 
_efficiency of the territorial troops. It 
is a comparatively easy thing to make 
great efforts and sacrifices under the 
stress and strain, which we are now ex- 
periencing, of a supreme crisis. The 
territorials, without any such stimulus in 
the piping times of peace, when war 
and the sufferings and the struggles and 
glories of war were contingent and re- 
mote, these men gave their time, sacri- 
ficed their leisure—not only in their an- 
nual training, but in thousands of cases 
both officers and men devoted their 


spare hours to preparing themselves in 
the study and the practice of the art of 
war. They have now been embodied for 
two months, and I am expressing the 
considered opinion of one of the most 
eminent Generals when I say that the 
divisions now in camp in various parts of 
the country, and improving every day 
in efficiency, have completely justified 
their title to play any part that may be 
assigned to them, either in home de- 
fense. in the manning of our garrisons, 
or in the battle lines at the front. [Loud 
cheers. | 

It is, then, no want of appreciation of 
the patriotism and of the efficiency of 
the territorial forces that leads me to 
ask you tonight for recruits for the 
regular army. We wish, so far as mil- 
itary exigencies permit, that the new 
battalions and squadrons and_ batteries 
should retain their local associations and 
their corporate and distinctive national 
character. [Cheers.] Why, the freedom 
and the autonomy of the smaller nation- 
alities is one of the great issues of this 
gigantic contest. 

A Welsh Army Corps. 


I went a week ago to Dublin to make 
an appeal to Ireland. I asked Irishmen 
then, as I do now, on behalf of the Gov- 
ernment and of the War Office, to enlist 
in and to make up the complement of an 
Irish army corps. I repeat that appeal 
tonight to the men of Wales. [Cheers.] 
We want that. We want you to fill up 
the ranks of the Welsh army corps. 


[Cheers.] We believe that the preserva- 


tion of local and national ties, of the 
genius of a people which has a history 
of its own, is not only not hostile to or 
inconsistent with, but, on the contrary, 
fosters and strengthens and stimulates 
the spirit of a common purpose, of a 
corporate brotherhood, of an underlying 
and binding imperial unity throughout 


every section and among all ranks of the ~ 


forces of the Crown. [Cheers.] ; 

Men of Wales, of whom I see so many 
thousands in this splendid gathering, let 
me say one last word to you. Remember 
your past. [Cheers.] Think of the vil- 
lages and the mountains which in old 
days were the shelter of the recruiting 
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ground of your fathers in the struggles 
which adorn and glorify your annals. 
Never has a stronger or a more com- 
pelling appeal been m: de to you of all 
that you as a nation ha or and hold true. 
Be worthy of those wht went before you, 
and leave to your chiidren the richest 
of all inheritances—the memory of fa- 
thers who in a great cause put self-sac- 
rifice before ease and honor above life 
itself. [Loud cheers.] 

Lord Plymouth moved a resolution 
pledging support to the Prime Minister’s 
appeal to the nation and to measures 
necessary for the prosecution of the war 
to a victorious conclusion, whereby alone 
the lasting peace of Europe could be as- 
sured. 

Thomas Richards, M. P., seconded the 
resolution, which was carried with en- 
thusiasm. The meeting concluded with 
the singing of “Men of Harlech” and 
the national anthem. 


LORD CURZON’S EXPERIENCE. 


Union of All Parties Noted in Letter to 
The London Times. 


To the Editor of The Times: 

Sir: Perhaps, after an experience of 
ten days in which I have had the oppor- 
tunity of speaking nightly about the 
war to great audiences of my fellow- 
countrymen in places so wide apart but 
so populous and important as Hull, Aber- 
deen, Glasgow, Dundee, Reading, and 
other towns, I may be permitted to send 
you a few observations on the subject of 
the campaign for which I pleaded in your 
columns a fortnight ago, and which has 
been prosecuted energetically by a multi- 
tude of speakers ever since. 

In the first place, the meetings have 
shown the absolute fusion of all parties 
and the disappearance of all minor issues 
in the face of a national crisis. In each 
case the chair has been taken by the 
Lord Mayor or Lord Provost or civic 
head of the town. On the platform have 
been seated members of all parties and 
denominations; and Lords Lieutenant, M. 
P.’s of all sides, including labor members, 
and representative clergy, have addressed 
the meetings. The interest taken by the 
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people has been shown by the fact that 
the largest halls, though sometimes hold- 
ing audiences of 3,000 to 4,000 men and 
more, have been unable to accommodate 
the crowds, and in every case overflow 
meetings have had to be held. 


I have not found anywhere the slight- 
est misapprehension as to the causes of 
the war. The fears that were enter- 
tained that we should be thought to be 
fighting on account of Servia or some 
remote international quarrel, in which 
we were only indirectly engaged, are 
groundless. The people realize clearly 
that we are fighting, not merely for our 
own honor and good faith, but for our- 
selves and our own national existence. 


Further, I think that the policies and 
ideals which are represented by our 
opponents are becoming much more 
widely understood. The circulation of 
books such as von Bernhardi’s and the 
clear exposition on many platforms and 
in the press of the objects preached with 
such amazing frankness by German 
writers for at least thirty years and 
treated with such characteristic indiffer- 
ence by ourselves are bearing fruit, and 
our peuple realize that German victory is 
inconsistent not merely with the contin-° 
ued existence of such an empire as ours, 
but with the conception of self-re- 
spect, humanity and freedom upon which 
modern civilization and democratic gov- 
ernment in particular take their stand. 

No doubt the German proceedings in 
Belgium have done much to accelerate 
this conviction; and the mercilessness 
and savagery of the methods by which 
the war has been fought by them (and 
for which no vestige of an apology has 
been forthcoming) have taught men that 
here is not only an enemy to be beaten 
but an evil spirit to be driven out. 


The response to the appeal for recruits 
has, on the whole, been wonderful and 
inspiriting. Employers of labor,. whether 
on a large or a small scale, have, as a 
rule, behaved with generosity both as 
regards releasing their employes and in 
making provision for them and their fam- 
ilies. A good example has been set by 
families and persons in leading positions. 
Domestic servants have come forward in 
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great numbers. The working class popu- 
lation have awakened more slowly—as 
was inevitable until the nature of the 
war and the urgency of the call were 
brought clearly home to them—but are 
now responding with alacrity. The brave 
deeds of their countrymen in France have 
proved the surest stimulus, and disaster, 
as, for instance, that reported to the 
Gordon Highlanders, at once raised the 
tide of recruits. This is a very typical 
and encouraging feature, showing that 
all that is wanted to convert interest into 
enthusiasm and to blow the embers into 
flame is that the case should be brought 
home by the sense of patriotic achieve- 
ment or national loss. 

Unquestionably the two incidents that 
have appealed most to the public senti- 
ment have been the heroic resistance and 
tragic sufferings of Belgium—to be com- 
pensated by all that our national gener- 
osity can provide and atoned for by 
whatever reparation the Allies think it 
ultimately right to exact—and the splen- 
did contribution from India. These 
events excite the loudest cheers and 
touch the deepest chords of emotion. 

In some cases, where recruiting has 
been slow, men have been affected by a 
too exclusive but quite pardonable re- 
gard for the interests of themselves and 
their families. The provision made from 


various sources for the bread winner who 


has joined the colors or is at the front 
might easily be made more generous. 
But the outlook for those who are wound- 
ed or disabled, or for the families of 
those who lose their lives, and perhaps 
most of all for those who on their re- 
turn may find it difficult to secure re- 
employment, is thought by many to be 
insufficiently assured. Private employers 
and business firms have, on the whole, 
met the situation with liberality; and a 
similar attitude on the part of the Govy- 
ernment would meet with its immediate 
reward. It is perhaps a selfish utterance 
if a man is heard to say, “How am I 
going to come out of it? ” or still more, 
“What good is it going to do to me?” ; 
but if he put the same question on behalf 
of those who depend upon him for sub- 
sistence he is entitled to a definite and 
a not ungenerous reply. 


Two dangers may have to be faced as 
the war proceeds. One is that the na- 
tion, exhilarated by smaller successes, 
may think that the war will soon be 


over, and that no excessive effort is. 


therefore required. Traces of this feel- 
ing are sometimes visible in the pub- 
lished letters (how admirable, as a rule, 
they are!) of soldiers at the front, telling 
their families to expect them back in a 
month or two’s time. The other danger 
is that, harassed by the continuance of 
the struggle, or attracted by delusive 
offers of peace or affected by economic 
or industrial conditions which have 
fortunately not so far developed, a sec- 
tion of the nation may cry out for peace 
before the victory has been consum- 
mated and before the peril weare fight- 
ing to avert is forever destroyed. 


It may be that renewed platform ac- 
tivity may be required as time goes on 
to sustain the spirit and fortify the con- 
stancy of the nation. In the meanwhile, 
speakers, from my experience, cannot do 
better than dilate upon the immense 
magnitude of the stakes involved, and 
probable long duration of the struggle, 
and the supreme importance that our 
country should, by the strength and 
effectiveness of its material contribution 
to the common cause, exercise a power- 
ful influence both upon the issue of the 
struggle and in the resettlement of ter- 
ritories and forces which will follow 
upon its conclusion. I am, Sir, yours 
obediently, 


CURZON OF KEDLESTON. 
1 Carlton House Terrace, Sept. 14. 


NOW THE WAR HAS COME. 


Speech by Winston Spencer Churchill, 
First Lord of the Admiralty, at the 
London Opera House, Sept. 11. 


These are serious times, and though 
we meet here in an abode of diversion 
and of pleasure in times of peace, and 
although we wish and mean to rouse and 
encourage each other in every way, yet 
we are not here for purposes of merri- 
ment or jollification. I am quite sure I 
associate my two friends who are here 
tonight and who are to speak after me, 
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and my noble friend, your Chairman, with 
me when I say that we regard the cheers 
with which you have received us as being 
offered to us only because they are meant 
for our soldiers in the field and our sail- 
ors upon the sea, [cheers,] and it is in 
that sense that we accept them and 
thank you for them. 


We meet here together in serious times, 
but I come to you tonight in good 
heart, [cheers,] and with good confi- 
dence for the future and for the task upon 
which we are engaged. It is too soon to 
speculate upon the results of the great 
battle which is waging in France. Every- 
thing that we have heard during four 
long days of anxiety seems to point to a 
“marked 4nd substantial turning of the 
tide. 

German Plans Miscarried. 


We have seen the forces of the French 
and British Armies strong enough not 
only to contain and check the devastat- 
ing avalanche which had swept across 
the French frontier, but now at last, not 
for an hour or for a day, but for four 
long days in succession, it has been rolled 
steadily back. [Cheers.] With battles 
taking place over a front of 100 or 150 
miles one must be very careful not to 
build high hopes on results which are 
achieved even in a great area of the 
field of war. We are not children look- 
ing for light and vain encouragement, 
but men engaged upon a task which has 
got to be put through. Still, when every 
allowance has been made for the uncer- 
tainty with which these great operations 
are always enshrouded, I think it only 
fair and right to say that the situation 
tonight is better, far better, than a cold 
calculation of the forces available on 
both sides before the war should have led 
us to expect at this early stage. [Cheers. | 


It is quite clear that what is happening 
now is not what the Germans planned, 
[laughter,] and they have yet to show 
that they can adapt themselves to the 
force of circumstances created by the 
military power of their enemies with the 
- same efficiency that they have undoubt- 
edly shown in regard to plans long pre- 
pared, methodically worked out, and 


executed with the precision of delibera- 
tion. 


The battle, I say, gives us every rea- 
son to meet together tonight in good 
heart. But let me tell you frankly that 
if this battle had been as disastrous as, 
thank God, it appears to be triumphant, 
I should come before you with unabated 
confidence and with the certainty that 
we have only to continue in our efforts 
to bring this war to the conclusion which 
we wish and intend. [Cheers.] 


We did not enter upon this war with 
the hope of easy victory; we did not en- 
ter upon it in any desire to extend our 
territory, or to advance and increase our 
position in the world; or in any romantic 
desire to shed our blood and spend our 
money in Continental quarrels. We en- 
tered upon this war reluctantly after we 
had made every effort compatible with 
honor to avoid being drawn in, and we 
entered upon it with a full realization 
of the sufferings, losses, disappoint- 
ments, vexations, and anxieties, and of 
the appalling and sustained exertions 
which would be entailed upon us by our 
action. The war will be long and sombre. 
It will have many reverses of fortune 
and many hopes falsified by subsequent 
events, and we must derive from our 
cause and from the strength that is in 
us, and from the traditions and history 
of our race, and from the support and 
aid of our empire all over the world the 
means to make this country overcome 
obstacles of all kinds and continue to the 
end of the furrow, whatever the toil and 
suffering may be. 


Making Sure of Victory. 

But though we entered this war with 
no illusions as to the incidents which will 
mark its progress, as to the ebb and flow 
of fortune in this and that part of the 
gigantic field over which it is waged, we - 
entered it, and entered it rightly, with 
the sure and strong hope and expectation 
of bringing it to a victorious conclusion. 
[Cheers.] I am quite certain that if we, 
the people of the British Empire, choose, 
whatever may happen in the interval, we 
can in the end make this. war finish in 
accordance with our interests and the in- 
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terests of civilization. [Cheers.] Let us 
build on a sure foundation. Let us not 
be the sport of fortune, looking for vic- 
tories here and happy chances there; let 
us take measures, which are well within 
our power, which are practical measures, 
measures which we can begin upon at 
once and carry through from day to day 
with surety and effect. Let us enter 
upon measures which in the long run, 
whatever the accidents and incidents of 
the intervening period may be, will se- 
cure us that victory upon which our life 
and existence as a nation not less than 
the fortune of our allies and of Europe 
absolutely depends. [Cheers.] 


The Deeds of the Navy. 


I think we are building on a sure foun- 
dation. [Cheers.] Let us look first at 
the navy. [Cheers.] The war has now 
been in progress between five and six 
weeks. In that time we have swept Ger- 
man commerce from the seas. [Cheers.] 
We have either blocked in neutral har- 
bors or blockaded in their own harbors 
[laughter] or hunted down the commerce 
destroyers of which we used to hear so 
much and from which we anticipated 
such serious loss and damage. All our 
ships, with inconsiderable exceptions, are 
arriving safely and punctually at their 
destinations, carrying on the commerce 
upon which the wealth and industry and 
the power of making war for this coun- 
try depends. We are transporting easily, 
not without an element of danger, but 
hitherto safely and successfully, great 
numbers of soldiers across the seas from 
all quarters of the world to be directed 
upon the decisive theatre of the land 
struggle. [A voice, “ Russians,’ and 
laughter.}] And we have searched the 
so-called German Ocean without dis- 
covering the German flag. [Cheers.] 
Our enemies, in their carefully worked 
out calculations, which they have been 
toiling over during a great many years, 
when the people of this country, as a 
whole, credited them with quite different 
motives, [“ Hear, hear!”] have always 
counted upon a process of attrition and 
the waste of shipping by mines and tor- 
pedoes and other methods of warfare of 


the weaker power, by which the numbers 
and strength of our fleet would be re- 
duced to such a point that they would 
be able to steel their hearts and come 
out and fight. [Cheers.] We have been 
at war for five or six weeks, and so far— 
though I would certainly not underrate 
the risks and hazards attending upon 
warlike operations and the vanity of all 
overconfidence—but so far the attrition 
has been on their side and not on ours, 
[cheers,] while the losses which they 
have suffered greatly exceed any that we 
have at present sustained. 


T have made careful inquiries as to the 
condition of our sailors in the fleet under 
the strain put upon them, and this con- 
tinued watching and constant attention to 
their duty under war conditions, and Iam 
glad to say that it is reported to me 
that the health of the fleet has been 
much better since the declaration of war 
than it was in time of peace, [loud 
cheers and laughter,] both as to the per- 
centage of sickness and the character of 
the sickness, [laughter,] and that there 
is no reason why we should not keep up 
the same process of naval control and 
have the same exercises of sea power, 
on which we have lived and are living, 
for what is almost an indefinite period. 


The Nose of the Bulldog. 


By one of those dispensations of Provi- 
dence, which appeals so strongly to the 
German Emperor, [laughter,] the nose of 
the bulldog has. been slanted backward 
so that he can breathe with comfort 
without letting go. [Laughter and 
cheers.] We have been successful in 
maintaining naval control thus far in the 
struggle, and there are also sound rea- 
sons for believing that as it progresses 
the chances in our favor will not dimin- 
ish but increase. In the next 12 months 
the number of great ships that will be 
completed for this country is more than 
double the number which will be com- 
pleted for Germany, [cheers,] and the 
number of cruisers three or four times 
as great. [Cheers.] Therefore I think 
I am on solid ground when I come here 
tonight and say that you may count upon 
the naval supremacy of this country be- 
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ing effectively maintained as against the 
German power for as long as you wish. 
[Cheers. ] 


The Army’s Share. 


Now we must look at the army. [Loud 
Nation. On it have been lavished what- 
Government and during all periods of 
modern history the darling of the British 
Nation. On it have been lavished what- 
ever public funds were necessary, and to 
its efficiency has been devoted the un- 
ceasing care and thought of successive 
Administrations. The result is that when 
the need came the navy was absolutely 
ready, [cheers,] and, as far as we can 
see from what has happened, thoroughly 
adequate to the task which was required 
from it. But we have not been in times 
of peace a military nation. The army 
has not had the facilities of obtaining 
the lavish supplies of men and money for 
its needs which have in times of peace 
and in the past, to our good fortune at 
the moment, been so freely given to the 


navy. And what you have to do now is” 


’ to make a great army. [Cheers.] You 
have to make an army under the cover 
and shield of the navy strong enough to 
enable our country to play its full part 
in the decision of this terrible struggle. 
[Cheers.] 


A Million Men Needed. 


The sure way—the only sure way—to 
bring this war to an end is for the Brit- 
ish Empire to put on the Continent and 
keep on the Continent an army of at 
least 1,000,000 men. [Cheers.] I take 
that figure because it is one well within 
the compass of the arrangements which 
are now on foot and because it is one 
which is well within the scope of the 
measures which Lord Kitchener—[Loud 
cheers drowned the rest of the sentence. ] 

I was reading in the newspapers the 
other day that the German Emperor 
made a speech to some of his regiments 
in which he urged them to concentrate 
their attention upon what he was pleased 
to call “French’s contemptible little 
army.” [Laughter.] Well, they are 
concentrating their attention upon it 
[laughter and cheers] and that army, 
which has been fighting with such ex- 


traordinary prowess, which has revived 
in a fortnight of adverse actions the 
ancient fame and glory of our arms upon 
the Continent, [cheers,] and which to- 
night, after a long, protracted, harassed, 
unbroken, and undaunted rearguard ac- 
tion—the hardest trial to which troops 
can be exposed—is advancing in spite of 
the loss of one-fifth of its numbers, and 
driving its enemies before it—that army 
must be reinforced and backed and sup- 
ported and increased and enlarged in 
numbers, in power by every means and 
every method that every one of us can 
employ. 

There is no reason why, if you set your- 
selves to it—I have not come here to 
make a speech of words, but to point out 
to you necessary and obvious things 
which you can do—there is no doubt 
that, if you set yourselves to it, the army 
which is now fighting so valiantly on 
your behalf and our allies can be raised 
from its present position to 250,000 of 
the finest professional soldiers in the 
world, and that in the new year some- 
thing like 500,000 men, and from that 
again when the early Summer begins in 
1915 to the full figure of twenty-five 
army corps fighting in line together. The 
vast population of these islands and all 
the empire is pressing forward to serve, 
its wealth is placed at your disposal, the 
navy opens the way for the passage of 
men and everything necessary for the 
equipment of our forces. Why should we 
hesitate when here is the sure and cer- 
tain path to ending this war in the way 
we mean it to end? [Cheers.] 


A Decisive Weight. 

There is little doubt that an army so 
formed will in quality and character, in 
native energy, in the comprehension 
which each individual has of the cause 
for which he is fighting, exceed in merit 
any army in the world. We have only 
to have a chance of even numbers or 
anything approaching even numbers to 
demonstrate the superiority of free- 
thinking, aetive citizens over the docile 
sheep who serve the ferocious ambitions 
of drastic Kings. [Cheers.] Our enemies. 
are now at the point which we have 
reached fully extended. On every front 
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of the enormous field of conflict the pres- 
sure upon them is such that all their re- 
sources are deployed. With every addi- 
tion to the growing weight of the Rus- 
sian Army, [cheers,] with every addition 
to the forces at the disposal cf Sir John 
French, [cheers,] the balance must sag 
down increasingly against them. 


Fixing a Term to the War. 


You have only to create steadily week 
by week and month by month the great 
military instrument of which I have been 
speaking to throw into the scales a weight 
which must be decisive. There will be 
no corresponding reserve of manhood 
upon which Germany can draw. There 
will be no corresponding force of soldiers 
and of equipment and of war material 
which can be brought into the line to 
face the forces which we in this island 
and in this empire can undoubtedly 
create. That will turn the scale. That 
will certainly decide the issue. Of course, 
if victory comes sooner so much the bet- 
ter. [Cheers.] But let us not count 
on fortune and good luck. [Cheers.] 
Let us assume at every point that things 
will go much less well than we hope and 
wish. Let us make arrangements which 
will override that. [Cheers.] We have 
it in our power to make such arrange- 
ments, and it is only common prudence, 
aye, and common humanity, to take steps 
which at any rate will fix some certain 
term to this devastating struggle 
throughout the whole of the European 
Continent. 


Let me also say this. Let us concen- 
trate all our warlike feeling upon fight- 
ing the enemy in the field and creating 
a great military weapon to carry out the 
purposes of the war. There is a certain 
class of person who likes to work his 
warlike feelings off upon the unfortu- 
nate alien enemy within our gates. 


Fight Like Gentlemen. 


Of course all necessary measures must 
be taken for the security of the country 
and for the proper carrying out of mili- 
tary needs; but let us always have this 
feeling in our heart that after the war is 
over people shall not only admire our 
victory but they shall say they fought 


like gentlemen. [Cheers.] The Romans 
had a motto— 

Parcere subjectis et debellare superbos. 

Let that be the spirit in which we con- 
duct this war. Let all those who feel 
under the horrible provocations of the 
struggle their hearts suffused with anger 
and with wrath—let them turn it into a 
practical channel-—going to the front or 
if cireumstances prevent them, helping 
others to go, keeping them maintained in 
the highest state of efficiency, giving 
them the supplies and weapons which 
they require, and lookirg after those 
they have left behind. 


The Eloquence of Brutal Facts. 


I have not spoken to you much about 
the justice of our cause, because it has 
been most eloquently set out by the 
Prime Minister, [cheers,] and Sir Edward 
Grey, [cheers,] and by Mr. Bonar Law, 
[cheers,] and other leaders of the Oppo- 
sition; and much more eloquently than by 


_any speakers in this or any other country 


the justice of cur cause has been set out 
by the brutal facts which have occurred 
and which have marched upon us from 
day to day. [Cheers.] Some thought 
there would be a German war, some did 
not; but no one supposed that a great 
military nation would exhibit all the vices 
of military organization without those 
redeeming virtues which, God knows, are 
needed to redeem warlike operations 
from the taint of shame. We have been 
confronted with an exhibition of ruth- 
lessness and outrage enforced upon the 
weak, enforced upon women and children. 
We have been confronted with repeated 
breaches of the law of enlightened war- 
fare, practices analogous to those which 
in private life are regarded as cheating, 
and which deprive persons or country 
adopting them, er condoning them, of the 
credit and respect due to honorable 
soldiers. 

We have been confronted with all this. 
Let us not imitate it. [Cheers.] Let us 
not try to make small retaliations and 


reprisals here and there. Let us con-. 


centrate upon the simple, obvious task of 
creating a military force so powerful 
that the war, even in default of any good 
fortune, can certainly be ended and 
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brought to a satisfactory conclusion. 
However the war began, now that it is 
started it is a war of self-preservation 
for us. Our civilization, our way of 
doing things, our political and Parlia- 
mentary life, with its voting and its 
thinking, our party system, our party 
warfare, the free and easy tolerance of 
British life, our method of doing things 
and of keeping ourselves alive and self- 
respecting in the world—all these are 
brought into contrast, into collision, with 
the organized force of bureaucratic Prus- 
sian militarism. 


That is the struggle which is opened 
now and which must go forward without 
pause or abatement until it is settled de- 
cisively and finally one way or the other. 
On that there can be no compromise or 
truce. It is our life or it is theirs. We 
are bound, having gone so far, to go for- 
ward without flinching to the very end. 
[Cheers.] 


“The Terror of Europe.” 


This is the same great European war 
that would have fought in the year 
1909 if Russia had not humbled herself 
and given way to German threats. It is 
the same war that Sir Edward Grey 
stopped last year. [Loud cheers.] Now 
it has come upon us. If you look back 
across the long periods of European his- 
tory to the original cause, you will, I am 
sure, find it in the cruel terms enforced 
upon France in the year 1870, [“ Hear, 
hear!”] and in the repeated bullyings 
and attempts to terrorize France which 
have been the characteristic of German 
policy ever since. [Cheers.] The more 
you study this question the more you will 
see that the use the Germans made of 
their three aggressive and victorious 
wars against Denmark, against Austria, 
and against France has been such as to 
make them the terror and the bully of 
Europe, the enemy and the menace of 
every small State upon their borders, 
and a perpetual source of unrest and dis- 
quietude to their powerful neighbors. 
[Cheers. ] 


Claims of Nationality. 


Now the war has come, and when it is 
over let us be careful not to make the 


same mistake or the same sort of mis- 
take as Germany made when she had 
France prostrate at her feet in 1870. 
[Cheers.] Let us, whatever we do, fight 
for and work toward great and sound 
principles for the European system. And 
the first of those principles which we 
should keep before us is the principle 
of nationality [cheers]—that is to say, 
not the conquest or subjugation of any 
great community or of any strong race 
of men, but the setting free of those 
races which have been subjugated and 
conquered [cheers]; and if doubt arises 
about disputed areas of country we 
should try to settle their ultimate des- 
tination in the reconstruction of Europe 
which must follow from this war with a 
fair regard to the wishes and feelings 
of the people who live in them. 

That is the aim which, if it is achieved, 
will justify the exertions of the war and 
will make some amends to the world for 
the loss and suffering, the agony of suf- 
fering, which it has wrought and en- 
tailed, and which will give to those who 
come after us not only the pride which 
we hope they will feel in remembering 
the martial achievements of the present 
age of Britain, but which will give them 
also a better and fairer world to live in 
and a Europe free from the causes of 
hatred and unrest which have poisoned 
the comity of nations and ruptured the 
peace of Christendom. 


The Unity of the Empire. 

I use these words because this is a 
war in which we are all together, 
[cheers,] all classes, all races, all States, 
principalities, dominions, and powers 
throughout the British Empire—we are 
all together. [Cheers.] Years ago the 
elder Pitt urged upon his countrymen the 
compulsive invocation, “ Be one people.” 
It has taken us till now to obey his ap- 
peal, but now we are together, and while 
we remain one people there are no forces 
in the world strong enough to beat us 
down or break us up. [Cheers.] 

I hope, even in this dark hour of strife 
and struggle, that the unity which has 
been established in our country under 
the pressure of war will not cease when 
the great military effort upon which we 
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are engaged and the great moral causes 
which we are pursuing have been 
achieved. I hope, and I do not think my 
hope is a vain one, that the forces which 
have come together in our islands and 
throughout our empire may continue to 
work together, not only in a military 
struggle, but to try to make our country 
more quickly a more happy and more 
prosperous land, where social justice and 
free institutions are more firmly estab- 
lished than they have been in the past. 
[Cheers.] If that is so we shall not 
have fought in vain at home as well as 
abroad. 

With these hopes and in this belief I 
would urge you, laying aside all hin- 
drance, thrusting away all private aims, 
to devote yourselves unswervingly and 
unflinchingly to the vigorous and suc- 
cessful prosecution of the war. [Loud 
cheers. ] 


THE GREAT WAR. 


Speech by David Lloyd George, Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer, at Queen’s 
Hall, London, Sept. 19. 


My Lords, Ladies and Gentlemen: I 
have come here this afternoon to talk to 
my fellow-countrymen about this great 
war and the part that we ought to take 
in it. I feel my task is easier after we 
have been listening to the greatest war 
song in the world (“The March of the 
Men of Harlech”). [Applause.] 


Why Our National Honor Is Involved. 


There is no man in this room who has 
always regarded the prospect of engag- 
ing in a great war with greater reluct- 
ance and with greater repugnance than 
I have done throughout the whole of my 
political life. [“ Hear, hear! ”] There 
is no man either inside or outside of 
this room more convinced that we could 
not have avoided it without national 
dishonor. [Great applause.] I am fully 
alive to the fact that every nation who 
has ever engaged in any war has always 
invoked the sacred name of honor. Many 
a crime has been committed in its name; 
there are some being committed now. 
All the same, national honor is a reality, 


and any nation that disregards it is 
doomed.. [“ Hear, hear!”] Why is our 
honor as a country involved in this war? 
Because, in the first instance, we are 
bound by honorable obligations to defend 
the independence, the liberty, the integ- 
rity, of a small neighbor that has always 
lived peaceably. [Applause.] She could 
not have compelled us; she was weak; 
but the man who declines to discharge 
his duty because his creditor is too poor 
to enforce it is a blackguard. [Loud 
applause.] We entered into a treaty— 
a solemn treaty—two treaties—to defend 
Belgium and her integrity. Our signa- 
tures are attached to the documents. 
Our signatures do not stand alone there; 
this country was not the only country 
that undertook to defend the integrity 
of Belgium. Russia, France, Austria, 
Prussia—they are all there. "Why are 
Austria and Prussia not performing the 
obligations of their bond? It is suggest- 
ed that when we quote this treaty it is 
purely an excuse on our part—it is our 
low craft and cunning to cloak our 
jealousy of a superior civilization— 
[Laughter]—that we are attempting to 
destroy. Our answer is the action we 
took in 1870. [ “Hear, hear!”] What 
was that? Mr. Gladstone was then Prime 
Minister. [Applause.] Lord Granville, 
I think, was then Foreign Secretary. I 
have never heard it laid to their charge 
that they were ever Jingoes. 


France and Belgium in 1870. 


What did they do in 1870? That treaty 
bound us then. We called upon the bel- 
ligerent powers to respect it. We called 
upon France, and we called upon Ger- 
many. At that time, bear in mind, the 
greatest danger to Belgium came from 
France, and not from Germany. We in- 
tervened to protect Belgium against 
France, exactly as we are doing now to 
protect’ her against Germany. [Ap- 
plause.] We proceeded in exactly the 


same way. We invited both the -bellig-- 


erent powers to state that they had no 
intention of violating Belgian territory. 


What was the answer given by Bis- | 


marck? He said it was superfluous to 
ask Prussia such a question in view of 
the treaties in force. France gave a 


ae 


mow Lee SCHEI DEMANN. 
Chairman German Socialist Party and ex-Vice Presic, 
of t | t JR « Te es | 


JULES GUESDE. 
French Cabinet Minister and Exponent of French Sccialism. 
(Photo from Trans-Atlantic Co.) 


SUMMONS OF THE NATION TO WAR 


337 


similar answer. We received at that 
time the thanks of the Belgian people 
for our intervention in a very remark- 
able document. It is a document ad- 
dressed by the Municipality of Brussels 
to Queen Victoria after that intervention, 
and it reads: 

The great and noble people over whose 
destinies you preside have just given a 
further proof of its benevolent senti- 
ment toward our country. * * * The voice 
of the English nation has been heard 
above the din of arms, and it has asserted 
the principles of justice and right. Next 
to the unalterable attachment of the Bel- 
gian people to their independence, the 
strongest sentiment which fills their hearts 
is that of an imperishable gratitude. 
[Great applause.] ; 

That was in 1870. Mark what followed. 
Three or four days after that document 
of thanks a French army was wedged up 
against the Belgian frontier, every means 
of escape shut out by a ring of flame 
from Prussian cannon. There was one 
way of escape. What was that? Violat- 


ing the neutrality of Belgium. What did” 


they do? The French on that occasion 
preferred ruin and humiliation to the 
breaking of their bond. [Loud applause.] 
The French Emperor, the French Mar- 
shals, 100,000 gallant Frenchmen in arms, 
preferred to be carried captive to the 
strange land of their enemies rather than 
dishonor the name of their country. [Ap- 
plause.] It was the last French army in 
the field. Had they violated Belgian neu- 
trality the whole history of that war 
would have been changed, and yet, when 
it was the interest of France to break 
the treaty then, she did not do it. 


“A Scrap of Paper.” 

It is the interest of Prussia today to 
break the treaty, and she has done it. 
[Hisses.] She avows it with cynical 
contempt for every principle of justice. 
She says: “ Treaties only bind you when 
it is your interest to keep them.” [Laugh- 
ter.] “ What is a treaty? ” says the Ger- 
man Chancellor, “ A scrap of paper.” 
Have you any five-pound notes about 
you? [Laughter and applause.] I am 
not calling for them. [Laughter.] Have 
you any of those neat little Treasury one- 
pound notes? [Laughter.] If you have, 


Signature again. [Loud applause. ] 


burn them; they are only scraps of paper. 
[Laughter and applause.] What are they 
made of? Rags. [Laughter.] _ What 
are they worth? The whole credit of 
the British Empire. [Loud applause.] 
Scraps of paper! I have been dealing 
with scraps .of paper within the last 
month. One suddenly found the com- 
merce of the world coming to a stand- 
still. The machine had stopped. Why? 
I will tell you. We discovered—many of 
us for the first time, for I do not pretend 
that I do not know much more about the 
machinery of commerce today than I did 
six weeks ago, and there are many others 
like me—we discovered that the machin- 
ery of commerce was moved by bills of 
exchange. I have seen some of them, 
[laughter,] wretched, crinkled, scrawled 
over, blotched, frowsy, and yet those 


' wretched little scraps of paper move 


great ships laden with thousands of tons 
of precious cargo from one end of the 
world to the other. [Applause.] What 
is the motive power behind them? The 
honor of commercial men. [Applause.] 
Treaties are the currency of international 
statesmanship. [Applause.] Let us be 
fair—German merchants, German trad- 
ers, have the reputation of being as up- 
right and straightforward as any traders 
in the world, [‘ Hear, hear]” but if the 
currency of German commerce is to be 
debased to the level of that of her states- 
manship, no trader from Shanghai to 
Valparaiso will ever look at a German 
This 
doctrine of the scrap of paper, this doc- 
trine which is proclaimed by Bernhardi, 
that treaties only bind a nation as long 
as it is to its interest, goes under the 
root of all public law. It is the straight 
road to barbarism. [‘ Hear, hear!”] It 
is as if you were to remove the magnetic 
pole because it was in the way of a Ger- 
man cruiser. [Laughter.] The whole 
navigation of the seas would= become 
dangerous, difficult, and impossible; and 
the whole machinery of civilization will 
break down if this doctrine wins in this 
war. [‘ Hear, hear!”’] We are fighting 
against barbarism, [applause,] and there 
is only one way of putting it right. If 
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there are nations that say they will only 
respect treaties when it is to their inter- 
est to do so, we must make it to their in- 
terest to do so for the future. [Ap- 
plause. | 


Germany’s Perjury. 

What is their defense? Consider the 
interview which took place between our 
Ambassador and the great German of- 
ficials. When their attention was called 
to this treaty to which they were parties, 
they said: “We cannot help that. Ra- 
pidity of action is the great German as- 
set.” There is a greater asset for a na- 
tion than rapidity of action, and that is 
honest dealing. [Loud applause.] What 
are Germany’s excuses? She says Bel- 
gium was plotting against her; Belgium 
was engaged in a great conspiracy with 
Britain and France to attack her. Not 
merely is it not true, but Germany knows 
it is not true. [“ Hear, hear!”] What 
is her other excuse. That France meant 
to invade Germany through Belgium. 
That is absolutely untrue. [“ Hear, 
hear!”] France offered Belgium five 
army corps to defend her if she were at- 
tacked. Belgium said: “I do not require 
them; I have the word of the Kaiser. 
Shall Caesar send a lie?” [Laughter 
and applause.] All these tales about 
conspiracy have been vamped up since. A 
great nation ought to be ashamed to be- 
have like a fraudulent bankrupt, perjur- 
ing its way through its — obligations. 
[“ Hear, hear!”] What she says is not 
true. She has deliberately broken this 
treaty, and we were in honor bound to 
stand by it. [Applause.] 


Belgium’s “ Crime.” 

Belgium has been treated brutally. 
[“ Hear, hear!”] How brutally we shall 
not yet know. We already know too 
much. But what had she done? Had 
she sent an ultimatum to Germany? 
Had she challenged Germany? Was she 
preparing to make war on Germany? 
Had she inflicted any wrong upon Ger- 
many which the Kaiser was bound to 
redress? She was one of the most un- 
offending little countries in Europe. 
[“ Hear, hear!””] There she was—peace- 
able, industrious, thrifty, hard working, 


giving offense to no one. And her corn- 
fields have been trampled, her villages 


have been burned, her art treasures have _ 
been destroyed, her men have been 


slaughtered—yea, and her women and 
children too. [Cries of “ Shame!”] Hun- 
dreds and thousands of her people, their 
neat, comfortable little homes burned to 
the dust, are wandering homeless in their 
own land. What was their crime? Their 
crime was that they trusted to the word 
of a Prussian King. [Applause.] I do 
not know what the Kaiser hopes to 
achieve by this war. [Derisive laughter.] 
I have a shrewd idea what he will get; 
but one thing he has made certain, and 
that is that no nation will ever commit 
that crime again. 


“The Right to Defend Its Homes.” 


I am not going to enter into details of 
outrages. Many of them are untrue, and 
always are in a war. War is a grim, 
ghastly business at best or at worst, 
[‘‘ Hear, hear!”] and I am not going to 
say that all that has been said in the 
way of outrages must necessarily be 
true. I will go beyond that, and I will 
say that if you turn two millions of men— 
forced, conscript, compelled, driven—into 
the field, you will always get among them 
a certain number who will do things that 
the nation to which they belong would 
be ashamed of. I am not depending on 
these tales. It is enough for me to have 
the story which Germans themselves 
avow, admit, defend and, proclaim—the 
burning and massacring, the shooting 
down of harmless people. Why? Be- 
cause, according to the Germans, these 
people fired on German soldiers. What 
business had German soldiers there at 
all? [“ Hear, hear!” and applause.] Bel- 
gium was acting in pursuance of the 
most sacred right, the right to defend 
its homes. But they were not in uniform 
when they fired! If a burglar broke into 
the Kaiser’s Palace at Potsdam, de- 


stroyed his furniture, killed his servants, . 


ruined his art treasures — especially 
those he had made himself, [laughter 
and applause,] and burned the precious 
manuscripts of his speeches, do you 
think he would wait until he got into 
uniform before he shot him down? 
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[Laughter.] They were dealing with 
those who had broken into their house- 
hold. [“ Hear, hear!”] But the perfidy 
of the Germans has already failed.. They 
entered Belgium to save time. The time 
has. gone. [Loud and continued ap- 
plause.] They have not gained time, but 
they have lost their good name. [‘Hear, 
hear!’’] 


The Case of Servia. 


But Belgium is not the only little na- 
tion that has been attacked in this war, 
and I make no excuse for referring to 
the case of the other little nation, the 
case of Servia. [‘‘ Hear, hear!’”] The 
history of Servia is not unblotted. Whose 
history, in the category of nations, is 
unblotted? [‘ Hear, hear!”] The first 
nation that is without sin, let her cast a 
stone at Servia. She was a nation 
trained in a horrible school, but she won 
her freedom with a tenacious valor, and 
she has maintained it by the same cour- 
age. [Applause.] If any Servians were 
mixed up in the assassination of the 
Grand Duke, they ought to be punished. 
[“ Hear, hear!”] Servia admits that. 
The Servian Government had nothing to 
do with it. Not even Austria claims 
that. The Servian Prime Minister is one 
of the most capable and honored men in 
Europe. [“ Hear, hear!”] Servia was 
willing to punish any one of her subjects 
who had been proved to have any com- 
plicity in that asassination. What more 
could you expect? What were the Aus- 
trian demands? Servia sympathized 
with her fellow-countrymen in Bosnia— 
that was one of her crimes. She must 
do so no more. Her newspapers were 
saying nasty things about Austria; they 
must do so no longer. That is the Ger- 
man spirit; you had it in Zabern. 
[“ Hear, hear! ” and applause.] How dare 
you criticise a Prussian official? [laugh- 
ter,] and if you laugh, it is a capital of- 
fense—the Colonel in Zabern threatened 
to shoot if it was repeated. In the same 
way the Servian newspapers must not 
criticise Austria. I wonder what would 
have happened if we had taken the same 
line about German newspapers. [“Hear, 
hear! ”] Servia said: “ Very well, we will 
give orders to the newspapers that they 


. go. 


must in future criticise neither Austria, 
nor Hungary, nor anything that is 
theirs.” [Laughter.] Who can doubt 
the valor of Servia, when she undertook 
to tackle her newspaper. editors? 
[Laughter and applause.] She promised 
not to sympathize with Bosnia, she 
promised to write no critical articles 
about Austria; she would have no public 
meetings in which anything unkind was 
said about Austria. 


Faced the 
Dignity.” 
But that was not enough. She must 
dismiss from her army the officers whom 
Austria should subsequently name. Those 
officers had just emerged from a war 
where they had added lustre to the Ser- 
vian arms; they were gallant, brave, and 
efficient. [“ Hear, hear! ”] I wonder 
whether it was their guilt or their effi- 
ciency that prompted Austria’s action! 
But, mark you, the officers were not 
named; Servia was to undertake in ad- 
vance to dismiss them from the army, 
the names to be sent in subsequently. 
Can you name a country in the world that 
would have stood that? [Cries of 
“No.”] Supposing Austria or Germany 
had issued an ultimatum of that kind to 
this country, saying, “ You must dismiss 
from your army, and from your navy, 
[laughter,] all those officers whom we 
shall subsequently name.” Well, I think 
I could name them now. ([Laughter.] 
Lord Kitchener [loud applause] would 
Sir John French [applause] would 
be sent away; Gen. Smith-Dorrien 
[applause] would go, and I am sure that 
Sir John Jellicoe [applause] would have 
to go. And there is another gallant old 
warrior who would go, Lord Roberts. 
[Applause.] It was a difficult situation 
for a small country. Here was a de- 
mand made upon her by a great military 
power that could have put half a dozen 
men in the field for every one-of Ser- 
via’s men, and that power was supported 
by the greatest military power in, the 
world. How did Servia behave? It is 
not what happens to you in life that mat- 
ters; it is the way in which you face it, 
[“ Hear, hear! ”] and Servia faced the 
situation with dignity. She said to Aus- 
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tria: “If any officers of mine have been 
guilty, and are proved to be guilty, I 
will dismiss them.” Austria said: “ That 
is not good enough for me.” It was not 
guilt she was after, but capacity. [“Hear, 
hear! ”’] 

Russia’s Turn. 


Then came Russia’s turn. Russia has 
a special regard for Servia; she has a 
special interest in Servia. Russians 
have shed their blood for Servian inde- 
pendence many a time, for Servia is a 
member of Russia’s family, and she can- 
not see Servia maltreated. Austria 
knew that. Germany knew it, and she 
turned round to Russia and said: “I in- 
sist that you shall stand by with your 
arms folded while Austria is strangling 
your little brother to death.” What an- 
swer did the Russian Slav give? He 
gave the only answer that becomes a 
man. [‘ Hear, hear!”] He turned to 
Austria, and said: “ You lay hands on 
that little fellow, and I will tear your 
ramshackle empire [loud applause and 
laughter] limb from limb.” And he is 
doing it! [Loud applause.] 


The Little Nations. 


That is the story of two little nations. 
The world owes much to little nations— 
and to little men! [Laughter and ap- 
plause.] This theory of bigness, this 
theory that you must have a big empire, 
and a big nation, and a big man—well, 
long legs have their advantage in a re- 
treat. [Laughter and applause.] The 
Kaiser’s ancestor chose his warriors for 
their height, and that tradition has be- 
come a policy in Germany. Germany 
applies that ideal to nations, and will 
only allow six-foot-two nations to stand 
in the ranks. [Laughter.] But ah! the 
world owes much to the little five-foot- 
five nations. The greatest art in the 
world was the work of little nations; the 
most enduring literature of the world 
came from little nations; the greatest 
literature of England came when she 
was a nation of the size of Belgium 
fighting a great empire. The heroic 
deeds that thrill humanity through gen- 
erations were the deeds of little nations 
fighting for their freedom, Yes, and 


the salvation of mankind came through 
a little nation. God has chosen little 
nations as the vessels by which He car- 
ries His choicest wines to the lips of hu- 
manity, to rejoice their hearts, to exalt 
their vision, to stimulate and strengthen 
their faith; and if we had stood by when 
two little nations were being crushed 
and broken by the brutal hands of bar- 
barism, our shame would have rung down 
the everlasting ages. [Loud applause.] 


“The Test of Our Faith.” 


But Germany insists that this is an at- 
tack by a lower civilization upon a higher 
one. [Derisive cries.] As a matter of 
fact, the attack was begun by the civili- 
zation which calls itself the higher one. 
I am no apologist for Russia; she has 
perpetrated deeds of which I have no 
doubt her best sons are ashamed. What 
empire has not? But Germany is the 
last empire to point the finger of re- 
proach at Russia. [“ Hear, hear! ”] Rus- 
sia has made sacrifices for freedom— 
great sacrifices. Do you remember the 
cry of Bulgaria when she was torn by 
the most insensate tyranny that Europe 
has ever seen? Who listened to that 
cry? The only answer of the higher 
civilization was that the liberty of the 


Bulgarian peasants was not worth the | 


life of a single Pomeranian grenadier. 
But the “rude barbarians of the North ” 
sent their sons by the thousand to die 
for Bulgarian freedom. What about 
England? Go to Greece, the Nether- 
lands, Italy, Germany, France—in all 
those lands I could point out places where 
the sons of Britain have died for the free- 
dom of those peoples. [Loud applause.] 
France has made sacrifices for the free- 
dom of other lands than her own. Can 
you name a single country in the world 
for the freedom of which modern Prus- 
sia has ever sacrificed a single life? 
[“No!”] By the test of our faith, the 
highest standard of civilization is the 
readiness to sacrifice for others. [Ap- 
plause.] 


German “Civilization.” 


I will not say a single word in dis- ~ 


paragement of the German people. They 
are a great people, and have great qual- 
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ities of head and hand and heart. I 
believe, in spite of recent events, that 
there is as great a store of kindliness in 
the German peasant as in any peasant in 
the world; but he has been drilled into a 
false idea of civilization. It is efficient, 
it is capable; but it is a hard civilization; 
it is a selfish civilization; it is a material 
civilization. They cannot comprehend 
the action of Britain at the present mo- 
ment; they say so. They say, “France 
we can understand; she is out for ven- 
geance; she is out for territory—Alsace 
and Lorraine.” [Applause.] They say 
they can understand Russia; she is fight- 
ing for mastery—she wants Galicia. 
They can understand you fighting for 
vengeance—they can understand you 
fighting for mastery—they can under- 
stand you fighting for greed of territory; 
but they cannot understand a great em- 
pire pledging its resources, pledging its 
might, pledging the lives of its children, 
pledging its very existence, to protect a 
little nation that seeks to defend herself: 
[Applause.] God made man in His own 
image, high of purpose, in the region of 
the spirit; German civilization would re- 
create him in the image of a Diesel 
machine—precise, accurate, powerful, but 
with no room for soul to operate. 
[‘‘ Hear, hear! ”] 


A Philosophy of Blood and Iron. 


Have you read the Kaiser’s speeches? 
If you have not a copy I advise you to 
buy one; they will soon be out of print, 
and you will not have many more of the 
same sort. [Laughter and applause.] 
They are full of the glitter and bluster 
of German militarism—“ mailed fist,” 
and “shining armor.” Poor old mailed 


fist! Its knuckles are getting a little 
bruised. Poor shining armor! The 
shine is being knocked out of it. [Ap- 


plause.] There is the same swagger and 
boastfulness running through the whole 
of the speeches. The extract which was 
given in The British Weekly this week 
is a very remarkable product as an il- 
Justration of the spirit we have to fight. 
It is the Kaiser’s speech to his soldiers 
on the way to the front:— 


Remember that the German people are 
the chosen of God. » On me, the German 
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Emperor, the spirit of God has descended. 
I am His sword, His weapon, and His 
vicegerent. Woe to the disobedient, and 
death to cowards and unbelievers. 
Lunacy is always distressing, but some- 
times it is dangerous; and when you get 
it manifested in the head of the State, 
and it has become the policy of a great 
empire, it is about time that it should be 
ruthlessly put away. [Loud applause.] 
I do not believe he meant all these 
speeches; it was simply the martial 
straddle he had acquired. But there were 
men around him who meant every word 
of them. This was their religion. Treat- 
jes? They tangle the feet of Germany 
in her advance. ~ Cut them with the 
sword! Little nations? They hinder the 
advance of Germany. Trample them in 
the mire under the German heel! The 
Russian Slav? He challenges the suprem- 
acy of Germany and Europe. Hurl your 
legions at him and massacre him! Brit- 
ain? She is a constant menace to the 
predominancy of Germany in the world. 
Wrest the trident out of her hand! 
Christianity? Sickly sentimentalism 
about sacrifice for others! Poor pap for 
German digestion! We will have a new 
diet. We will force it upon the world. 
It will be made in Germany—[Laughter 
and applause]—a diet of blood and iron. 
What remains? Treaties have gone. 
The honor of nations has gone. Liberty 
has gone. What is left? Germany! 
Germany is left!—‘“Deutschland tiber 
Alles!” 


That is what we are fighting—[“Hear, 
hear! ”]—that claim to predominancy of 
a material, hard civilization, a civiliza- 
tion which if it once rules and sways the 
world, liberty goes, democracy vanishes. 
And unless Britain and her sons come to 
the rescue it will be a dark day for 
humanity. [Applause.] 

Have you followed the Prussian Junker 
and his doings? We are not fighting 
the German people. The German people 
are under the heel of this military caste, 
and it will be a day of rejoicing for tha 
German peasant, artisan and trader when 
the military caste is broken. You know 
its pretensions. They give themselves 
the airs of demi-gods. They walk the 
pavements, and civilians and their wives 
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are swept into the gutter; they have no 
right to stand in the way of a great 
Prussian soldier. Men, women, nations 
—they all have to go. He thinks all he 
has to say is “We are ina hurry.” That 
is the answer he gave to Belgium— 
“Rapidity of action is Germany’s greatest 
asset,” which means “I am in a hurry; 
clear ont of the way.” You know the 
type of motorist, the terror of the roads, 
with a sixty horse-power car, who thinks 
the roads are made for him, and knocks 
down anybody who impedes the action of 
his car by a single mile an hour. The 
Prussian Junker is the road-hog of Ku- 
rope. [Applause.] Small nationalities 
in his way are hurled to the roadside, 
bleeding and broken. Women and chil- 
dren are crushed under the wheels of his 
cruel car, and Britain is ordered out of 
his road. All I can say is this: If the 
old British spirit is alive in British 
hearts, that bully will be torn from his 
seat. [Loud applause.] Were he to win, 
it would be the greatest catastrophe that 
has befallen democracy since the day of 
the Holy Alliance and its ascendency. 


“Through Terror to Triumph.” 


They think we cannot beat them. It 
will not be easy. It will be a long job; 
it will be a terrible war; but in the end 
we shall march through terror to 
triumph. [Applause.] We shall need 
all our qualities—every quality that 
Britain and its people possess—prudence 
in counsel, daring in action, tenacity in 
purpose, courage in defeat, moderation 
in victory; in all things faith! [Loud 
applause.] 

It has pleased them to believe and to 
preach the belief that we are a decadent 
and degenerate people. They proclaim 
to the world through their professors 
that we are a non-heroic nation skulking 
behind our mahogany counters, while we 
egg on more gallant races to their de- 
struction. This is a description given of 
us in Germany—“ a timorous, craven na- 
tion, trusting to its fleet.” I think they 
are beginning to find their mistake out 
already, [applause,] and there are half 
a million young men of Britain who have 
already registered a vow to their King 
that they will cross the seas and hurl 


that insult to British courage against its 
perpetrators on the battlefields of France 
and Germany. We want half a million 
more; and we shall get them. [Loud 
applause. ] 

Wales must continue doing her duty. 
That was a great telegram that you, my 
Lord, read from Glamorgan. [“ Hear, 
hear!”] I should like to see a Welsh 
Army in the field. [Loud applause.] I 
should like to see the race that faced the 
Norman for hundreds of years in a strug- 
gle for freedom, the race that helped to 
win Crécy, the race that fought for a 
generation under Glendower against the 
greatest captain in Europe—I should 
like to see that race give a good taste 


of its quality in this struggle in Europe; — 


and they are going to do it. 
The Sacrifice. 

I envy you young people your oppor- 
tunity. They have put up the age limit 
for the army, but I am sorry to say I 
have marched a good many years even 
beyond that. It is a great opportunity, 
an opportunity that only comes once in 
many centuries to the children of men. 
For most generations sacrifice comes in 
drab and weariness of spirit. It comes 
to you today, and it comes today to us 
all, in the form of the glow and thrill of 
a great movement for liberty, that im- 
pels millions throughout Europe to the 
same noble end. [Applause.] It is a 
great war for the emancipation of 
Europe from the thralldom of a military 
caste which has thrown its shadows upon 
two generations of men, and is now 
plunging the world into a welter of 
bloodshed and death. Some have already 
given their lives. There are some who 
have given more than their own lives; 
they have given the lives of those who 
are dear to them. I honor their courage, 
and may God be their comfort and their 
strength. But their reward is at hand; 
those who have fallen have died conse- 
crated deaths. They have taken their 
part in the making of a new Europe—a 
new world. I can see signs of its com- 
ing in the glare of the battlefield. 

The people will gain more by this 
struggle in all lands than they compre- 
hend at the present moment. [“ Hear, 
hear! ”] It is true they will he free of 
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the, greatest menace to their freedom. 
That is not all. There is something 
infinitely greater and more enduring 
which is emerging already out of this 
great conflict—a new patriotism, richer, 
nobler, and more exalted than the old. 
[Applause.] I see among all classes, 
high and low, shedding themselves of 
selfishness, a new recognition that the 
honor of the country does not depend 
merely on the maintenance of its glory 
in the stricken field, but also in protect- 
ing its homes from distress. [ Hear, 
hear! ”] It is bringing a new outlook for 
all classes. The great flood of luxury 
and sloth which had submerged the land 
is receding, and a new Britain is appear- 
ing. We can see for the first time the 
fundamental things that matter in life, 
and that have been obscured from our 
vision by the tropical growth of pros- 
perity. [“ Hear, hear! ”’] 
“The Vision.”— 


May I tell you in a simple parable 
what I think this war is doing for us? 
I know a valley in North Wales, between 
the mountains and the sea. It is a beau- 
tiful valley, snug, comfortable, sheltered 


by the mountains from all the bitter 
blasts. But it is very enervating, and I 
remember how the boys ,were in the 
habit of climbing the hill above the 
village to have a glimpse of the great 
mountains in the distance, and to be 
stimulated and freshened by the breezes 
which came from the hilltops, and by the 
great spectacle of their grandeur. We 
have been living in a sheltered valley for 
generations. We have been too comfort- 
able and too indulgent, many, perhaps, 
too selfish, and the stern hand of fate 
has scourged us to an elevation where 
we can see the great everlasting things 
that matter for~a nation—the great 
peaks we had forgotten, of honor, duty, 
patriotism, and, clad in glittering white, 
the great pinnacle of sacrifice pointing 
like a rugged finger to Heaven. We 
shall descend into the valleys again; but 
as long as the men and women of this 
generation last, they will carry in their 
hearts the image of those great mountain 
peaks whose foundations are not shaken, 
though Europe rock and sway in the 
convulsions of a great war. [Enthusi- 
astic and continued applause.] 


Teachings of Gen. von Bernhardi 


By Viscount (James) Bryce. 


London, Oct. 3. 

The present war has had some unex- 
pected consequences. It has called the 
attention of the world outside of Ger- 
many to some amazing doctrines pro- 
claimed there, which strike at the root of 
all international morality as well as of 
all international law, and which threaten 
a return to primitive savagery, when 
every tribe was wont to plunder and mas- 
sacre its neighbors. 


These doctrines may be found set forth 
in the widely circulated book of Gen. von 
Bernhardi, entitled “Germany and the 
- Next War,” published in 1911, and pro- 
fessing to be mainly based on the teach- 
ings of the famous professor of history, 
Heinrich von Treitschke. To readers in 


other countries, and I trust to most read- 
ers in Germany also, they will appear 
to be an outburst of militarism run mad, 
a product of a brain intoxicated by love 
of war and by superheated national self- 
consciousness. 

They would have deserved little notice, 
much less refutation, but for one de- 
plorable fact, viz., that action has re- 
cently been taken by the Government of 
a great nation (though, as we hope and 
trust, without the approval of that na- 
tion) which is consonant with them and 
seems to imply belief in their sound- 
ness. 


Acting on Bernhardi’s Doctrines. 


This fact is the conduct of the German 
Imperial Government in the violation of 
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the neutrality of Belgium, which Prus- 
sia, as well as Great Rritain and France, 
had solemnly, guaranteed by treaty 
(made in 1839 and renewed in 1870); in 
invading Belgium when she refused to 
allow her armies to pass, although 
France, the other belligerent, had ex- 
plicitly promised not to enter Belgium; 
and in treating Belgian cities and people 
against whom she had no cause of 
quarrel with a harshness unprecedented 
in the history of modern European war- 
fare. 

What are these doctrines? I do not 
for a moment attribute them to the 
learned class in Germany, for whom I 
have profound respect, recognizing their 
immense services to science and learn- 
ing; nor to the bulk of the civil adminis- 
tration, a body whose capacity and up- 
rightness are known to all the world, and 
least of all to the German people gen- 
erally. That the latter hold no such 
views appears from Bernhardi’s own 
words, for he repeatedly complains of 
and deplores the pacific tendencies of 
his fellow countrymen. 


[Note—See Pp. 10-14 of the English 
translation and note the phrase: ‘_As- 
pirations for peace seem to poison the 
soul of the German people.’’] 


Nevertheless, the fact that the action 
referred to, which these doctrines seem 
to have prompted, and which cannot be 
defended except by them, has been actu- 
ally taken and has thus brought into this 
war Great Britain, whose interests and 
feelings made her desire peace, renders 
it proper to call attention to them and 
to all that they involve. 


I have certainly no prejudice in the 
matter, for I have been one of those who 
for many years labored to promote good 
relations between the German and Eng- 
lish peoples, that ought to be friendly, 
and that never before had been enemies; 
and I had hoped and believed till the be- 
ginning of August last that between 
them at least there would be no war, 
because Belgian neutrality would be re- 
spected. 

Nor was it only for the sake of Great 
Britain and Germany that English friends 
of peace sought to maintain good feeling. 
We had hoped, as some leading German 


statesmen had hoped, that a friendlimess 
with Germany might enable Great Brit- 
ain, with the co-operation of the United 
States, our closest friends, to mitigate 
the long antagonism of Germany and of 
the French, with whom we were already 
on good terms, and to so improve their 
relations as to secure the general peace 
of Europe. 


Into the causes which frustrated these 
efforts and so suddenly brought on this 
war I will not enter. Many others have 
dealt with them; moreover, the facts, at 
least as we in England see and believe 
them, and as the documents seem to 
prove them to be, appear not to be known 
to the German people, and the motives 
of the chief actors are not yet fully ascer- 
tained. 

One thing, however, I can confidently 
declare: It was neither commercial rival- 
ry nor jealousy of German power that 
brought Great Britain into the field, nor 
was there any hatred in the British peo- 
ple for the German people, nor any wish 
to break their power. The leading po- 
litical thinkers and historians of England 
had given hearty sympathy to the efforts 
made by the German people, from 1815 
to 1866 and 1870, to attain political unity, 
and they had sympathized with the 
parallel efforts of the Italians. The two 
nations, German and British, were of 
kindred race and linked by many ties. 
To the German people even now we feel 
no sort of enmity. In both countries 
there were doubtless some persons who 
desired war and whose writings, ap- 
parently designed to provoke it, did much 
to misrepresent general national senti- 
ment; but these persons were, as I be- 
lieve, a small minority in both countries. 

So far as Great Britain was concerned, 
it was the invasion of Belgium that ar- 
rested all efforts to avert war and made 
the friends of peace themselves join in 
holding that the duty of fulfilling their 
treaty obligations to a weak State was 
paramount to every other consideration. 


Bernhardi’s Praise of War. 


I return to the doctrines set forth by 
von Bernhardi and apparently accepted 
by the military caste to which he be- 
longs. Briefly summed up, they are as 
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follows—his own words are used ex- 
cept when it becomes necessary to 
abridge a lengthened argument: 


* * * War is in itself a good thing. 
It is a biological necessity of the first 
importance. (P. 18.) 


* * * “The inevitableness, the ideal- 
ism, the blessing of war as an indispens- 
able and stimulating law of development 
must be repeatedly emphasized. (P. 37.) 


* * * War is the greatest factor in 
the furtherance of culture and power. 
Efforts to secure peace are extraordinari- 
ly detrimental as soon as they influence 
politics. (P. 28.) 


* * * Fortunately these efforts can 
never attain their ultimate objects in a 
world bristling with arms, where healthy 
egotism still directs the policy of most 
countries. God will see to it, says Treit- 
schke, that war always recurs as a drastic 
medicine for the human race. (P. 36.) 


* * * Efforts directed toward the 
abolition of war are not only foolish, 
but absolutely immoral, and must be 
stigmatized as unworthy of the human 
race. (P. 34.) 


* * * Courts of arbitration are per- 
nicious delusions. The whole idea repre- 
sents a presumptious encroachment on 
natural laws of development, which can 
only lead to the most disastrous con- 
sequences for humanity generally. (P. 34.) 


* * * The maintenance of peace never 
can be or may be the goal of a policy. 


* * * Efforts for peace would, if 
they attained their goal, lead to general 
degeneration, as happens everywhere in 
nature where the struggle for existence 
is eliminated. (P. 35.) 

* * * Huge armaments are in them- 
selves desirable. They are the most nec- 
essary precondition of our national 
health. (P. 11.) 

* * * The end all and be all of a 
State is power, and he who is not man 
enough to look this truth in the face 
should not meddle with politics, (quoted 
from Treitschke’s ‘‘ Politik.’’) 

* * * The State’s highest moral duty 
is to increase its power. (P. 45-6.) 

* * * The State is justified in mak- 
ing conquests whenever its own advan- 
tage seems to require additional terri- 
tory. (P. 46.) 

* * * Self-preservation is the State’s 
highest ideal and justifies whatever ac- 
tion it may take if that action be con- 
ducive to that end. The State is the sole 
judge of the morality of its own action. 
It is, in fact, above morality, or, in other 
words, whatever is necessary is moral. 
Recognized rights (i. e., treaty rights) 
are never absolute rights; they are of 
human origin, and, therefore, imperfect 
‘and variable. There are conditions in 


which they do not correspond to the ac- 
tual truth of things. In this case in- 
fringement of the right appears morally 
justified. (P. 49.) 


* « * In fact,” the; State is’ a Jaw. 
unto itself. Weak nations have not the 
same right to live as powerful and vig- 
orous nations. (P. 34.) 


* * * Any action in favor of col- 
lective humanity outside the limits of the + 
State and nationality is impossible. (P. 25.) 


A Doctrine 2,200 Years Old. 


These are _ startling propositions, 
though propounded as practically axio- 
matic. They are not new, for twenty- 
two centuries ago the sophist Thrasy- 
machus in Plato’s “Republic” argued 
—Socrates refuting him—that justice is 
nothing more than the advantage of the 
stronger; might is right. 

[Note.—Plato laid down that the end 

for which the State exists is justice.] 

The most startling among them. are 
(1) denial that there are any duties 
owed by the State to humanity, except 
that of imposing its own superior civil- 
ization upon as large a part of humanity~ 
as possible, and (2) denial of the duty 
of observing treaties which are only so 
much paper to modern German writers. 


The State is a much more tremendous 
entity than it is to Englishmen or Amer- 
icans; it is the supreme power, with a 
sort of mystic sanctity—a power con- 
ceived of, as it were, self-created; a 
force altogether distinct from and su- 
perior to the persons who compose it. 
But a State is, after all, only so many 
individuals organized under a Govern- 
ment. It is no wiser, no more righteous 
than the human beings of whom it con- 
sists, and whom it sets up to govern it. 
If it is right for persons united as citi- 
zens into a State to rob and murder for 
their collective advantage by their col- 
lective power, why should it be wicked 
for citizens, as individuals, to do so? 
Does their moral responsibility cease 
when and because they act- together? 
Most legal systems hold that there are 
acts which one man may lawfully do 
which become unlawful if done by a 
number of men conspiring together; but 
now it would seem that what would be a 
crime in persons as individuals, is high 
policy for thosé persons united in a 
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State. Has the State, then, no morality, 
no responsibility? Is there no such 
thing as a common humanity? Are 
there no duties owed to it? Is there 
none of that “decent respect to the 
opinions of mankind,” which the fram- 
ers of the Declaration of Independence 
recognized? No sense that even the 
greatest States are amenable to the 
sentiment of the civilized world? 


How Weaker States Are Affected. 


Let us see how these doctrines affect 
smaller and weaker States which have 
hitherto lived in comparative security 
beside great powers. They will be ab- 
solutely at the mercy of the stronger, 
even if protected by treaties guarantee- 
ing their neutrality and independence. 
They will not be safe, for treaty obli- 
gations are worthless “when they do 
not correspond to facts,” i. e., when the 
strong power finds that they stand in 
its way its interests are paramount. 


If a State hold valuable mmerals, as 
Sweden has iron, and Belgium coal, and 
Rumania oil, or if it has abundance of 
water power, like Norway, Sweden, and 
Switzerland; or if it holds the mouth 
of a navigable river, the upper course 
of which belongs to another nation, a 
great State may conquer and annex that 
small State as soon as it finds that it 
needs minerals or water power or river 
mouth. It has the power, and power 
gives right. The interests, sentiments 
of patriotism, and love of independence 
of the small people go for nothing. 
Civilization has turned back upon itself; 
culture is to expand itself by barbaric 
force; Governments derive their author- 
ity, not from the consent of the gov- 
erned, but from the weapons of the con- 
queror; law and morality between na- 
tions have vanished. Herodotus tells us 
that the Scythians worshipped as their 
god a naked sword; that is the deity to 
be installed in the place once held by the 
God of Christianity, the God of right- 
eousness and mercy. 


States—mostly despotic States—have 
sometimes applied parts of this system 
of doctrine; but none have proclaimed it. 
The Roman conquerors of the world 


were not a scrupulous people, but even 
they stopped short of these principles; 
certainly they never set them up as 
an ideal; neither did those magnificent 
Teutonic Emperors of the Middle Ages, 
whose fame Gen. von Bernhardi is fond 
of recalling. They did not enter Italy 
as conquerors, claiming her by right of 
the strongest; they came on the faith of 
a legal title which, however fantastic 
it may seem to us today, the Italians 
themselves, and, indeed, the whole of 
Latin Christendom, admitted. Dante, 
the greatest and most patriotic of Ital- 
ians, welcomed the Emperor Henry VII. 
into Italy, and wrote a famous book to 
prove his claims, vindicating them on the 
ground that he, as heir of Rome, stood 
for law and right and peace. The noblest 
title which these Emperors chose to bear 
was that of Imperator Pacificus. 


~ In the Middle Ages, when men were 
always fighting, they appreciated the 
blessings of war much less than does 
Gen. von Bernhardi, and they valued 
peace, not war, as a means to civiliza- 
tion and culture. They had not learned 
in the school of Treitschke that peace 
means decadence and war is the true 
civilizing influence. 


Great Achievements of Small States. 


The doctrines above stated are, as I 
have tried to point out, well calculated. 
to alarm small States which prize their 
liberty and their individualty,-and have 
been thriving under the safeguard of 
treaties; but there are other considera- 
tions affecting those States which ought 
to appeal to men in all countries, to 
strong nations as well as to weak nations. 


‘The small States. whose absorption is 
now threatened have been a potent and 
useful—perhaps the most potent and 
useful—factor-in the advance of civili- 
zation. It is in them and by them that 
most of what is most precious in re- 
ligion, in philosophy, in literature, in 
science, and in art has been produced. 

The first great thoughts that brought 
man into true relation with God came 
from a tiny people inhabiting a country 
smaller than Denmark. The religions of 
mighty Babylon and populous Egypt 


TEACHINGS OF GEN. VON BERNHARDI 


347 


have vanished; thereligion of Israel re- 
- mains in its earlier as well as in that 
later form which has overspread the 
world. 


The Greeks were a small people, not 
united in one great State, but scattered 
over coasts and among hills in petty city 
communities, each with its own life. 
Slender in numbers, but eager, versatile, 
and intense, they gave us the richest, 
most varied, and most stimulating of all 
literatures. 


When poetry and art reappeared after 
the long night of the Dark Ages, their 
most splendid blossoms flowered in the 
small republics of Italy. 


In modern Europe what do we not 
owe to little Switzerland, lighting the 
torch of freedom 600 years ago and 
keeping it alight through all the cen- 
turies when despotic monarchies held the 
rest of the European Continent? And 
what to free Holland, with her great 
men of learning and her painters sur- 
passing those of all other countries save 
Italy? 

So the small Scandinavian nations 
have given to the world famous men of 
science, from Linnaeus downward; poets 
like Tegnor and Bjérnson; scholars like 
Madvig; dauntless explorers like Fridtjof 
Nansen. 

England had in the age of Shakes- 
‘peare, Bacon, and Milton a population 
little larger than that of Bulgaria to- 
day. The United States in the days of 
Washington and Franklin and Jefferson 
and Hamilton and Marshall counted 
fewer inhabitants” than Denmark or 
Greece. In the most brilliant genera- 
tions of German literature and thought, 
the age of Kant and Lessing and Goethe, 
of Hegel and Schiller and Fichte, there 
was no real German State at all, but a 
congeries of principalities and free cities 
—independent centres of intellectual life 
in which letters and science produced a 
richer crop than the two succeeding gen- 
erations have raised, just as Great 
Britain also, with eight times the pop- 
ulation of the year 1600, has had no more 
Shakespeares or Miltons. 


Culture Decayed in Imperial Rome. 
No fiction is more palpably contra- 


dicted by history than that relied on by 
the school to which von Bernhardi be- 
longs—that culture, literary, scientific, 
and artistic, flourishes best in great 
military States. The decay of art and 
literature in the Roman world began 
just when Rome’s military power had 
made that world one great and ordered 
State. The opposite view would be 
much nearer the truth, though one must 
admit that no general theory regarding 
the relations of art and letters to Goy- 
ernments and political conditions has 
ever yet been proved to be sound. 


[Note—Gen. von Bernhardi’s knowledge 
of current history may be estimated by 
the fact that he assumes (1) that trade 
rivalry makes war probable between 
Great Britain and the United States; 
(2) that he believes that the Indian 
princes and peoples are likely to revolt 
against Great Britain should she be in- 
volved in war, and (3) that he expects 
her self-governing colonies to take such 
an opportunity of severing their con- 
nection with her.] 


“y 


The world is already too uniform and 
is becoming more uniform every day. 
A few leading languages, a few forms 
of civilization, a few types of character, 
are spreading out from the seven or 
eight greatest States and extinguishing 
weaker languages, forms, and types. 
Although great States are stronger and © 
more populous, their peoples are not 
necessarily more gifted, and the extinc- 
tion of the minor languages and types 
would be a misfortune for the world’s 
future development. 


We may not be able to arrest the 
forces which seem to be making for that 
extinction, but we certainly ought not 
strengthen them. Rather we ought to 
maintain and defend the smaller States 
and to favor the rise and growth of new 
peoples. Not merely because they were 
delivered from the tyranny of Sultans 
like Abdul Hamid did the intellect of 
Europe welcome the successively won 
liberations of Greece, Servia, Bulgaria, 
and Montenegro; it was also in the hope 
that those countries would in time de- 
velop out of their present crude condi- 
tions new types of culture, new centres 
of productive intellectual life. 
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Gen. von Bernhardi invokes history as 
the ultimate court of appeal. He appeals 
to Caesar; to Caesar let him go. “Die 
Weltgeschichte ist das Weltgericht,” 
(“ World history is world tribunal.”) His- 
tory declares that no nation, however 
great, is entitled to try to impose its 
type of civilization on others. No race, 
not even the Teutonic or Anglo-Saxon, is 
entitled to claim the leadership of hu- 
manity. Each people has in its time 
contributed something that was distinc- 
tively its own, and the world is far richer 
thereby than if any one race, however 
gifted, had established its permanent 
ascendency. 

We of the Anglo-Saxon race do not 
claim for ourselves, any. more than we 
admit in others, any right to dominate 
by force or to impose cur own type of 
civilization on less powerful races. Per- 
haps we have not that assured conviction 
of its superiority which the schoo! of von 
Bernhardi expressed for the Teutons of 
North Germany. We know how much 
we owe, even within our own islands, to 
the Celtic race; and, though we must 
admit that peoples of Anglo-Saxon stock 
have, like others, made some mistakes 
and sometimes abused their strength, let 
it be remembered what have been the 
latest acts they have done abroad. 


Praises American Altruism. 


The United States have twice with- 
drawn their troops from Cuba, which 
they could easily have retained; they 
have resisted all temptations to annex 
any part of the territories of Mexico, 
in which the lives and property of their 
citizens were for three years in con- 
stant danger. So Great Britain also six 
years ago restored the amplest self- 
government to two South African re- 
publics, having already agreed to the 
maintenance on equal terms of the Dutch 
language; and the citizens of those re- 
publics, which were in arms against her 
thirteen years ago, have now spon- 
taneously come forward to support her 
by arms under the gallant leader who 
then commanded the Boers; and I may 
add that one reason why the Princes of 
India have rallied so promptly and heart- 
ily to Great Britain in this war is be- 


cause for many years past we have 
avoided annexing the territories of those 
Princes, allowing them to adopt heirs 
when the successors of their own families 
failed, and leaving to them as much as 
possible of the ordinary functions of 
government. 


Service the Test of Greatness. 

It is only vulgar minds that mistake 
bigness for greatness; for greatness is 
of the soul, not of the body. In the 
judgment which history will hereafter 
pass upon the forty centuries of record- 
ed progress toward civilization that now 
lie behind us, what are the tests it will 
apply to determine the true greatness of 
a people? Not population, not territory, 
not wealth, not military power; rather 
will history ask what examples of lofty 
character and unselfish devotion to 
honor and duty has a people given? 
What has it done to increase the vol- 
ume of knowledge? What thoughts and 
what ideals of permanent value and un- 
exhausted fertility has it bequeathed to 
mankind? What works has it produced 
in poetry, music, and other arts to be 
an unfailing source of enjoyment to 
posterity? The small peoples need not 
fear the application of such tests. 

The world advances, not, as the Bern- 
hardi school supposes, only or even 
mainly by fighting; it advances mainly 
by thinking and by the process of recip- 
rocal teaching and learning; by the con- 
tinuous and unconscious co-operation of 
all its strongest and finest minds. Each 
race—Hellenic, Italic, Celtic, Teutonic, 
Iberian, Slavonic—has something to give, 
each something to learn; and when their 
blood is blended the mixed stock may 
combine gifts of both. Most progressive 
races have been those who combined 
willingness to learn with strength, which 
enabled them to receive without loss to 
their own quality, retaining their primal 
vigor, but entering into the labors of 
others, as the Teutons who settled-within 
the dominions of Rome profited by the 
lessons of the old civilization. 

Let me disclaim once more before I 
close, any intention to attribute to the 
German people the principles set forth 
by the school of Treitschke and Bern- 
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hardi—the school which teaches hatred 
- of peace and arbitration, disregard of 
treaty obligations, scorn for weaker 
peoples. We in England would feel even 
deeper sadness than weighs upon us now 
if we could suppose that such principles 
had been embraced by the nation whose 
thinkers have done so much for human 
progress and who have produced so many 
shining examples of Christian saintli- 
ness; but when those principles have been 
ostentatiously proclaimed, when a peace- 
ful neutral country which the other 
belligerent had solemnly and repeatedly 
undertaken to respect has been invaded 
and treated as Belgium has been treated, 
and when attempts are made to justify 
these deeds as incidental to a campaign 
for civilization and culture, it becomes 
necessary to point out how untrue and 
how pernicious such principles are. 


Most Wars Needless and Unjust. 


What are the teachings of history to 
which Gen. Bernhardi is fond of appeal- 
ing? That war has been the constant 
handmaid of tyranny and the source of 
more than half the miseries of man; 
that, although some wars have been 
necessary and have given occasion for a 
display of splendid heroism—wars of de- 
fense against aggression or to succor the 
oppressed—most wars have been need- 
less or unjust; that the mark of an ad- 
vancing civilization has been the sub- 
stitution of friendship for hatred and of 
peaceful for warlike ideals; that small 
peoples have done and can do as much 
for the common good of humanity as 
large peoples; that treaties must be ob- 
served, (for what are they but records 
of national faith, solemnly pledged, and 
what could bring mankind more surely 
and swiftly back to that reign of vio- 


lence and terror from which it has been 
slowly rising for the last ten centuries 
than the destruction of trust in the 
plighted faith of nations?) 

No event has brought out that essen- 
tial unity which now exists in the world 
so forcibly as this war has done, for no 
event has ever so affected every part of 
the world. Four continents are involved, 
the whole of the Old World, and the New 
World suffers grievously in its trade, 
industry, and finances. Thus the whole 
world is interested in preventing the re- 
currence of such a calamity and there is 
a general feeling throughout the world 
that the causes which have brought it 
upon us must be removed. 

We are told that armaments must be 
reduced; that the baleful spirit of mili- 
tarism must be quenched; that peoples 
must everywhere be admitted to a fuller 
share in the control of foreign policy; 
that efforts must be made to establish 
a sort of league of concord—some system 
of international relations and reciprocal 
peace alliances by which weaker nations 
may be protected and under which dif- 
ferences between nations may be ‘ad- ~ 
justed by courts of arbitration and con- 
ciliation of wider scope than those that 
now exist. 

All these things are desirable, but no 
scheme for preventing future wars will 
have any chance of success unless it 
rests upon the assurance that the States 
which enter into it will loyally and 
steadfastly abide by it, and that each 
and all of them will join in coercing by 
their overwhelming united strength any 
State which may disregard obligations 
it has undertaken. The faith of treaties 
is the only solid foundation on which the 
temple of peace can be built up. 


JAMES BRYCE. 


Rnteance of France Into War 


By President Poincare and Premier Viviani. 


Proclamation Issued to the People of 
France by President Poincare, 
Paris, Aug. 1. 

For some days the condition of Europe 
has become. considerably more serious in 
spite of the efforts of diplomacy. The 
horizon has become darkened. 

At this hour most of the nations have 
mobilized their forces. : 

Some countries, even though protected 
by neutrality, have thought it right to 
take this step as a precaution. 

Some powers, whose constitutional and 
military laws do not resemble our own, 


have without issuing a decree of mobili- 


zation begun and continued preparations 
which are in reality equivalent to mo- 
bilization and which are nothing more or 
less than an anticipation of it (qui n’en 
sont que Vexécution anticipée). 


France, who has always declared her 
pacific intentions, and who has at the 
darkest hours (dans des heures tragiques) 
given to Europe counsels of moderation 
and a living example of prudence 
(sagesse), who has multiplied her efforts 
for the maintenance of the world’s peace, 
has herself prepared for all eventualties 
and has taken from this moment the 
first indispensable measures for the 
safety of her territory. 


But our legislation does not allow us 
to complete these preparations without 
a decree of mobilization. 


Careful of its responsibility and realiz- 
ing that it would be failing in a sacred 
task to leave things as they were, the 
Government has issued the decree which 
the situation demands. 

Mobilization is not war. In the pres- 
ent circumstances it appears, on the 
contrary, to be the best means of assur- 
ing peace with honor. 

Strong in its’ ardent desire to arrive 
at a peaceful solution of the crisis the 
Government, protected by such precau- 
tions as are necessary, will continue its 


diplomatic efforts, and it still hopes to 
succeed. 

It relies upon the calm of this noble 
nation not to give rein to emotions which 
are not justified. It relies upon the 
patriotism of all Frenchmen, and it 
knows that there is not one who is not 
ready to do his duty. 

At this moment parties no longer ex- 
ist; there remains only France, the 
eternal, the pacific, the resolute. There 
remains only the fatherland of right and 
of justice, entirely united in calm vig- 
ilance and dignity. 


NEUTRALIZED 
STATE RESPECTED. 


Telegram from M. Viviani, French Pre- 
mier and Minister for Foreign Af- 
fairs, to the Ministry in Lux- 
embourg, Published 
Aug. 3. 

Please declare to the President of the 
Council that, in accordance with the 
Treaty of London of 1867, the Govern- 
ment of the Republic intended to respect 


the neutrality of the Grand Duchy of_ 


Luxembourg, as it has shown by its at- 
titude. The violation of this neutrality 
by Germany is, however, of a nature 
which compels France to take henceforth 
the measures in this respect required by 
her defense and interests. 

The Prime Minister of Luxembourg has 
protested to the German Government, 
and has brought this protest to the no- 
tice of the German Embassy in Paris, 
stating the following facts: 

On Sunday, Aug. 2, early in the morn- 
ing, the Germans entered Luxembourg 
territory by the bridges of Wasserbourg 
(?) and Remleh, proceeding toward the 
south of the country and Luxembourg, 
its capital. They have also brought to- 
ward this point armored trains, with 


troops and munitions of war. Further, 


: 
; 


‘ 
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the special French Commissioner at 


-Petitcroix has announced to the Stireté 


Générale that the Germans have just 
opened fire on the frontier station of 
Delle-Petitcroix. Two German cavalry 
officers have just been killed at Roncray 
and Boxson, ten kilometers on our side 
of the frontier. 


THE NATION IN ARMS. 


Address to the French Parliament by 
President Poincare, Aug. 4. 

Our nation is in arms and trembling 
with eagerness to defend the land of our 
fathers. 

France is faithfully supported by her 
ally, Russia. She is upheld by the loyat 
friendship of England, and, already, from 
all points of the civilized world, go out 
to her expressions of sympathy and good- 
will, for she represents today, once again 
before the universe, liberty, justice, and 
reason. 

Lift up your hearts! Long live France! 


POSITION OF THE REPUBLIC. 


Address of Premier Viviani to the French 


Senate and House of Deputies; Aug. 4. 


This speech has been called by M. Jus- 
serand, French Ambassador to the United 
States, “ the chief document printed up to 
now [Nov. 1] in which the French situa- 
tion, with reference to the present war, has 
been expounded.’’ 


Gentlemen, the German Ambassador 
left Paris yesterday; after having noti- 
fied us of the existence of a state of 
war. 

The Government is in duty bound to 
zive Parliament a truthful recital of 
vhe events which, within less than ten 
days, have brought about war in Eu- 
rope and obliged France, peaceful and 
strong, to defend her frontier against 
an attack the premeditated suddenness 
of which emphasizes its odious injus- 
tice. 

This attack, entirely inexcusable and 
begun before any declaration of war 
notified us of it, is the last act in a 
plan whose origin and aim I intend to 
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lay bare before our republic and be- 
fore civilized public opinion. 

After. the abominable crime which 
cost the lives of the heir to the Aus- 
tro-Hungarian throne and of the 
Duchess of Hohenberg, trouble arose be- 
tween the Governments of Vienna and 
Belgrade. 


Most of the great powers were not 
informed of this except semi-officially 
up to Friday, the 24th day of July, on 
which day the Ambassadors of Aus- 
tria-Hungary sent them a circular note, 
which has been published in the news- 
papers. 

The object of this note was to explain 
and justify an ultimatum sent the even- 
ing before to Servia, through the Aus- 
trian Minister at Belgrade. 

This ultimatum asserted that a num- 
ber of Servian subjects and associa- 
tions were implicated in the crime of 
Serajevo, and implied that members of 
the Servian Government themselves were 
not without complicity in it. It de- 
manded a reply from Servia, giving Sat- 
urday, July 25, at 6 in the evening, as 
the time limit. 


Austria Amazes Allies. 


The reparations demanded, or, at least, 
some among them, unquestionably were 
derogatory to the rights of a sovereign 
nation. -But in spite of their extreme 
character Servia, on July 25, declared 
that she submitted to them almost with- 
out a reservation of any sort. 

The advice transmitted by France, 
Russia, and Great Britain from the very 
first to Belgrade was not without its ef- 
fect in bringing about this submission, 
which was a success for Austria-Hungary 
and likewise a guarantee toward the 
maintenance of European -peace. 

This advice was all the more valuable 
in view of the fact that Austria-Hun- 
gary’s demands had heen inadequately 
foreshadowed to the Governments of the 
Triple Entente, to whom, during the 
three preceding weeks, the Austro-Hun- 
garian Government had repeatedly given 
assurances that its demands would be ex- 
tremely moderate. 
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It was, therefore, with justified aston- 
ishment that the Cabinets of Paris, St. 
Petersburg, and London heard, on July 
26, that the Austrian Minister at Bel- 
grade, after an examination lasting only 
a few minutes, had declared the Servian 
reply unacceptable and broken off diplo- 
matic relations. 


Germany the Stumbling Block. 


This astonishment was rendered 
greater by the fact that, on Friday, the 
21st, the German Ambassador had visited 
the French Minister of Foreign Affairs 
for the purpose of reading to him a note 
to the effect that the Austro-Servian dis- 
pute should be localized and not made 
the subject of intervention by the great 
powers, and that, unless such were the 
case, “incalculable consequences” were 
to be feared. Like action was taken on 
Saturday, the 25th, at London and St. 
Petersburg. 

Is it necessary, gentlemen, to point 
out to you the difference between the 
menacing methods employed by the 
German Ambassador at Paris and the 
conciliatory sentiments of which the 
powers of the Triple Entente had just 
given proof by their advice to Servia to 
submit ? 

Nevertheless, passing over the abnor- 
mal character of the German action, 
we, in conjunction with our allies and 
friends, immediately instituted measures 
of conciliation and invited Germany to 
take part in them. 

From the very first we were chagrined 
to find that our acts and efforts found 
no echo at Berlin. 

Not only did Germany seem unwilling 
to give Austria-Hungary the amicable 
advice which her situation authorized her 
to give, but, from that very time and 
even more in the ensuing days, she 
seemed to place herself between the 
Vienna Cabinet and the propositions of 
a compromise emanating from the other 
powers. 

On Tuesday, July 28, Austria-Hun- 
gary declared'war on Servia. This dec- 
laration of war, complicating forty-eight 
hours after the situation brought about 
by the rupture of diplomatic relations, 


~ 


lent color to the assumption that there 
had been a premeditated plan to make 
war, a systematic programme for the 
subjugation of Servia. 

Thus not only the independence of a 
brave nation became involved, but also 


the balance of power in the Balkans, set ~ 


forth in the Treaty of Bucharest of 1913, 
and sanctioned by the moral adhesion of 
all the great powers. 

Notwithstanding, at the suggestion of 
the British Government, always inter- 
ested in the most steadfast manner in 
the maintenance of European peace, the 
negotiations continued, or, to be more 
exact, the powers constituting the Triple 
Entente tried to continue them. 

To their common desire was due the 
proposition for quadruple action, viz., 
by England, France, Germany, and Italy, 
with the object of assuring to Austria 
all legitimate reparation and bringing 
about an equitable arrangement of the 
difficulty. On Wednesday, the 29th, the 
Russian Government, noting the persist- 
ent blocking of these attempts, Austria’s 
mobilization and her declaration of war, 
and fearing that Servia would be crushed 
by military force, decided, as a pre- 
ventive measure, to mobilize her troops 
in four military zones, namely, only those 
stationed along the Austro-Hungarian 
frontier. 

In doing this it took care to notify 
the German Government that this step, 
limited in character and not constituting 
an offensive move against Austria, was 
not in any way directed against Ger- 
many. 

In a conversation with the Russian 
Ambassador at Berlin the German Sec- 
retary of State for Foreign Affairs 
showed no objection to recognizing this. 


Germany Becomes Warlike. 

On the other hand, all the attempts 
of Great Britain, backed by Russia and 
with the support of France, for establish- 
ing contact between Austria and Servia 
under the moral auspices of Europe, was 
met in Berlin by a premeditated negative 
attitude, the existence of which is abso- 
lutely proved by the diplomatic com- 
munications. 
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This made a troublous state of af- 
fairs which pointed to the existence at 
Berlin of certain mental reservations. A 
few hours later these suppositions and 
fears were destined to be changed into 
certainties. © 

For the negative attitude of Germany 
was transformed thirty-six hours later 
into truly alarming initiative. On July 
31, Germany, by declaring a state of 
war, cut off the communication between 
herself and the rest of Europe, and gave 
herself perfect freedom to make military 
preparations against France, in complete 
secrecy, which nothing, as you have seen, 
could justify. 

During several days and under condi- 
tions difficult to explain Germany had 
been preparing to change her army from 
a peace to a war footing. 

From July 25 in the morning, that is 
even before the expiration of the time 
limit set Servia by Austria, she had 
brought to their full strength the garri- 
sons in Alsace-Lorraine. On the same 
day she had placed the works close to the 
frontier in a state of effective armament. 
On the 26th she had prescribed for the 
railroads the preparatory measures for 
- concentration. On the 27th she had made 
requisitions and placed her covering 
troops in position. On the 28th the sum- 
moning of individual reservists began, 
including those distant from the fron- 
tier. 

Could we be left in doubt as to Ger- 
many’s intentions after her taking all 
these measures with relentless thorough- 
ness? ; 

France Forced to Act. 


This, then, was the situation when, on 
July 31, in the evening, the German 
Government, which had not taken any 
positive part since the 24th in the con- 
ciliatory efforts of the Triple Entente, 
sent to the Russian Government an ulti- 
matum alleging that Russia had ordered 
the general mobilization of her armies, 
and demanding the cessation of this 
mobilization within twelve hours. | 

This demand, all the more offensive as 
to form when it is borne in mind that a 
few hours earlier Emperor Nicholas, 
actuated by a spontaneous feeling of 


confidence, had asked the German Em- 
peror to mediate, was made at the mo- 
ment when, at the request of England 
and with the knowledge of Germany, the 
Russian Government was accepting a 
proposition of a kind calculated to bring 
about an amicable arrangement of the 
Austro-Servian conflict and of the Aus- ~ 
tro-Russian difficulties by means of the 
simultaneous cessation of military oper- 
ations and preparations. 


On the same day there were added to 
this unfriendly step toward Russia acts 
of distinct hostility toward France; 
rupture of communications by roads, 
railways, telegraph, and telephone, seiz- 
ure of French locomotives upon arrival 
at the frontier, placing of rapid-fire guns 
in the middle of railway lines which had 
been torn up, and concentration of troops 
on our frontier. 


From that moment it was impossible 
for us to believe any longer in the sin- 
cerity of the pacific protestations which 
the representative of Germany continued 
to lavish upon us. 


We were aware that, under the shelter 
of the declaration of a state of war which 
Germany had made, she was mobilizing. 

We learned that six classes of reserv- 
ists had been summoned and that con- 
centration of army corps was under way, 
even of those corps stationed a long 
distance from the frontier. 

In proportion as these events devel- 
oped, the Government, alert and vigilant, 
took day by day, even hour by hour, the 
precautionary measures made necessary 
by the situation; general mobilization of 
our land and sea forces was ordered. 

The same evening, at 7:30, Germany, 
ignoring the acceptance by the St. Pe- 
tersburg Cabinet of the English proposi- 
tion to which I have already referred, 
declared war upon Russia. - 


Denies Hostile Acts by French. 

The next day, Sunday, Aug. 2, despite 
the extreme moderation of France and 
the pacific statements of the German 
Ambassador in Paris, and scorning the 
rules of international law, German 
troops crossed our frontier at three dif- 
ferent points. 
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At the same time, in violation of the 
Treaty of 1867 guaranteeing the neu- 
trality of Luxemburg, of which Prussia 
was a signatory, they invaded the terri- 
tory of the Grand Duchy, thus evoking 
a protest from the Luxemburg Govern- 
ment. 

Finally, even the neutrality of Belgium 
was menaced. On the evening of Aug. 
2 the German Minister handed to the 
Belgian Government an ultimatum de- 
manding that military operations against 
France be facilitated by Belgium under 
the lying pretext that Belgian neutrality 
was threatened by us. 


The Belgian Government refused, an- 
houncing that it had resolved to defend 
energetically its neutrality respected by 
France and guaranteed by treaties, espe- 
cially by the King of Prussia. 


Since then, gentlemen, acts of aggres- 
sion have been repeated, multiplied, and 
accentuated. Our frontier has been 
crossed at more than fifteen places. 
Rifle shots have been fired at our 
soldiers and customs officials. There 
have been killed and wounded. Yester- 
day a German military aviator dropped 
three bombs on Lunéville. 


The German Ambassador, to whom, as 
well as to the other great powers, we 
communicated these acts did not deny 
them, nor even express regret. On the 
contrary, he came to me yesterday even- 
ing to ask for his passport and notify 
us of the existence of a state of war, 
alleging without justification hostile 
acts committed by French aviators on 
German territory in the Eiffel region, 
and even on the railway from Karlsruhe 
to Nuremberg. Here is the letter on this 
subject which he handed to me: 

Mr. President: German civil and mili- 
tary authorities have taken note of a 
certain number of acts of a hostile char- 
acter committed on German territory by 
French military aviators. Several of the 
latter have clearly violated the neutrality 
of Belgium by flying over the territory 
of that nation. One tried to destroy build- 
ings near Wesel, others were seen over 
the Hiffel region, another threw bombs on 


the railway line between Karlsruhe and 
Nuremberg. 

I have been charged with informing 
your Excellency, and now have the honor 
of doing so, that in view of these acts of 


aggression the German Empire now con- 
siders itself in a state of war with France 
as a result of the acts of the latter power. 

I have at the same time the honor of 
bringing to your Excellency’s knowledge 
that the German authorities will detain 
French merchant vessels in German ports, 
but will release them if within forty- 
eight hours complete reciprocity is assured. 

My diplomatic mission having termi- 
nated, all that remains for me to do is 
to request your Excellency to provide me 
with my passports and take whatever 
measures your Excellency may deem nec=- 
essary to effect my return to Germany 
with the personnel of the embassy and 
of the Bavarian Legation and the Consul- 
ate General of Germany at Paris. 

With sentiments of my highest con- 
sideration. SCHOEN. 


Is it necessary, gentlemen, that I 
should call attention to the absurdity of 
the pretexts brought forward as griev- 
ances? Never at any time has any 
French aviator gone into Belgium; no 
French aviator has committed an act of 
hostility either in Bavaria or any other 
part of Germany. European public 
opinion has already done justice to these 
miserable inventions. 


We immediately took all needed steps 
against this attack, which violates all 
laws of equity and rules of public law. 
The carrying out of these is progressing 
with thorough system and absolute calm. 

The mobilization of the Russian Army 
is also being. continued with remarkable 
energy and boundless enthusiasm. 


The Belgian Army, mobilized up to 
250,000 men, is preparing with magnif- 
icent spirit to defend the neutrality and 
independence of its country. 


The English fleet is entirely mobilized, 
and the order has been given for the 
mobilization of the land forces. 


Since 1912 there have been conealtge 
tions between-the English and French 
General Staffs. These had resulted in an 
exchange of letters between Sir Edward 
Grey and M. Paul Cambon. The Sécre- 
tary of State made these known yester- 
day in the House of Commons, and, in 
accordance with the wishes of the British 
Government, I shall have the honor of 
reading these two documents to this 
Parliament: 
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London, Foreign Office, Nov. 22, 1912. 
My Dear Ambassador: 

From time to time in recent years the 
French and British naval and military 
experts have consulted together. It has 
always been understood that such con- 
sultation does not restrict the freedom of 
either Government to decide at any future 
time whether or not to assist the other by 
armed force. We have agreed that con- 
sultation between experts is not and ought 
not to be regarded as an engagement 
that commits either Government to action 
in a contingency that has not arisen and 


_may never arise. The disposition, for 
instance, of the French and British fleets | 


respectively at the present moment is not 
based upon an engagement to co-operate 
in war. 


You have, however, pointed out that, 
if either Government had grave reason 
to expect an unprovoked attack by a third 
power, it might become essential to know 
whether it could in that event depend 
upon the armed assistance of the other. 

I agree that, if either Government had 
grave reason to expect an unprovoked 
attack by a third power, or something 
that threatened the general peace, it 
should immediately discuss with the other 
whether both Governments should act to- 
gether to prevent aggression and to pre- 
serve peace, and, if so, what measures 
they would be prepared to take in common. 
If these measures involved action, the 
plans of the General Staffs would at once 
be taken into consideration, and the 
Governments would then decide what ef- 


‘fect should be given to them. Yours, &c., 


E. GREY. 


M. PAUL CAMBON TO SIR EDWARD 
GREY. 
London, Nov. 23, 1912. 

Dear Sir Edward: You reminded me 
in your letter of yesterday, 22d November, 
that during the last few years the mili- 
tary and naval authorities of France and 
Great Britain had consulted with each 
other from time to time; that it had al- 
ways been understood that these consulta- 
tions should not restrict the liberty of 
either Government to decide in the future 
whether they should lend each other the 
support of their armed forces; that, on 
either side, these consultations between 
experts were not and should not be con- 
sidered as engagements binding our Gov- 
ernments to take action in _ certain 
eventualities; that, however, I had re- 
marked to you that, if one or other of the 
two Governments had grave reasons to 
fear an unprovoked attack on the part of 
a third power, it would become essential 
to know whether it could count on the 
armed support of the other. 

“Your letter answers that point, and I 


am authorized to state that, in the event 


of one of our two Governments having 


grave reasons to fear either an attack 
from a third power, or some event 
threatening the general peace, that Gov- 
ernment would immediately examine with 
the other the question whether both Gov- 
ernments should act together in order to 
prevent aggression or preserve peace. If 
so, the two Governments would deliberate 
as to the measures which they would be 
prepared to take in common. If those 
measures involved action the two Govern- 
ments would take into immediate con- 
sideration the plans of their General 
Staffs and would then decide as to the 
effect to be given to those plans. 
Yours, &e., PAUL CAMBON. 


Government’s Acts Beyond Reproach. 


In the House of Commons the Secre- 
tary of State for Foreign Affairs spoke 
of France, amid the applause of the 
members, in lofty and impassioned words, 
which have already elicited genuine re- 
sponse from all French hearts. 

In the name of the Government of the 
Republic I wish, from this rostrum, to 
thank the British Government for the 
cordiality of its words, and the French 


~ Parliament will join me in this. 


The Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs made this declaration particu- 
larly: 


That in case the German fleet entered 
the Channel or steamed northward in the 
North Sea to go around the British Isles 
with the purpose of attacking the French 
Coast or the French Navy, and to harass 
the French merchant marine, the English 
fleet would interfere by giving the French 
fleet its entire protection, in such manner 
that from that moment England and Ger- 
many would be in a state of war. 

Thus, from the present moment, the 
English fleet is guarding our northern 
and western coast against German ag- 
gression. 


Gentlemen, those are the facts. I think 
that, taken as a close-knit whole, they 
are sufficient to justify the acts of the 
Government of the Republic. Neverthe- 
less, I wish to conclude by giving the 
true meaning of this unprecedented ag- 
gression of which France is the victim. 


The victors of 1870, as you know, have 
felt at various times the desire of renew- 
ing the blows which they had dealt us. 
In 1875 the war for finishing vanquished 
France was prevented only by the inter- 
vention of the two powers destined to be 
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united to us later by the ties of alliance 
and friendship—by the intervention of 
Russia and Great Britain. 

Since then the French Republic, by the 
restoration of its strength and the mak- 
ing of diplomatic agreements, invariably 
lived up to, has succeeded in freeing itself 
from the yoke which Bismarck had been 
able to impose upon Europe even in days 
of peace. 

It re-established the European balance 
of power, that guarantee of the liberty 
and dignity of each nation. 

Gentlemen, I do not know whether I 
am deceiving myself, but it seems to me 
that it is this work of pacific reparation, 
liberation, and dignity, definitely sealed 
in 1904 and 1907 with the support of 
King Edward VII. of England and of the 
royal Government, which the German 
Empire desires to destroy today by an 
audacious piece of violence. 


Germany can reproach us with noth- 
ing. 

We have made an unprecedented sacri- 
fice to peace by bearing in silence for 
half a century the wound inflicted by 
Germany. 


We have acquiesced in other ancrifices 
in all the disputes which, since 1904, im- 
perial diplomacy has systematically pro- 
voked either in Morocco or elsewhere, in 
1905 as well as in 1906, in 1908 as well 
as in 1911. 


Italy’s Attitude. 


Russia also has given proof of great 
moderation, both in the events of 1908 
and the present crisis. She acted with 
the same moderation—and the Triple 
Entente with her—when, in the Eastern 
crisis of 1912, Austria and Germany 
formulated against Servia and Greece 
demands amenable to discussion, as the 
result proved. 


‘Useless sacrifices, sterile compromises, 
futile efforts—today, while actually en- 
gaged in efforts at conciliation, we and 
our allies are suddenly attacked. 


Nobody can believe in good faith that 
we are the aggressors; in vain the sacred 
principles of law and liberty, which rule 
nations as well as individuals, are as- 


sailed. Italy, with the clear conscience 
of Latin genivs, has informed us that 
she will remain neutral. 

This decision has aroused the sincerest 
joy throughout France. I made myself 
the spokesman of this to the Italian 
Chargé d’Affaires, telling him how de- 
lighted I was that the two Latin sisters, 
who have the same origin and ideals, and 
a glorious past in common, are not op- 
posed to each other. 


What is being attacked, I repeat, 


gentlemen, is that independence, dignity, 
and security which the Triple Entente 
has restored to the balance of power in 
the service of peace. 

What is being attacked are the lib- 
erties of Europe, whose defenders 
France, her allies, and her friends are 
proud to be. 

We shall defend these liberties, for it 
is they which are in jeopardy; all else is 
merely a pretext. 


France, unjustly provoked, did not de- 
sire war. She has done everything to 
prevent it. But since it is forced upon 
her, she will defend herself against Ger- 
many, and against every power which 
has not as yet announced its position but 
which should later on take sides with 
Germany in the war between the two. 


A free and strong nation, strength- 
ened by venerable ideals, firmly united 
in defense of its existence, a democracy 
which has known how to discipline its 
military acts, and which did not fear last 
year to impose upon itself additional mili- 
tary burdens to cffset those of neighbor- 
ing countries, an armed nation fighting 
for its own life and for the independence 
of Europe—that is the spectacle which 
we are proud to show the witnesses of 
this formidable struggle, which has been 
in preparation for some days amid me- 
thodical quiet. 

We are without reproach, We shall 
be without fear. 


France has often proved, under less 
favorable conditions, that she is the most 
formidable adversary» when she fights, 
as she now does, for liberty and right. 


In placing our acts before you, gen- 
tlemen, who are our judges, we have the 
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comfort of a clear conscience and the 
certainty of having done our duty to 
help us bear the weight of our heavy 
responsibility. 


BEFORE THE MARNE BATTLE. 


Proclamation by the Government An- 
nouncing Transfer of Capital to 
Bordeaux, Sept. 3. 

People of France: For several weeks 
relentiess, battles have engaged our 
heroic troops and the army of the enemy. 
The valor of our soldiers has won for 
them, at several points, marked advan- 
tages; but in the north the pressure of 
the German forces has compelled us- to 
fall back. 

This situation has compelled the Presi- 
dent of the Republic and the Government 
to take a painful decision. 

In order to watch over the national 
welfare it is the duty of the public pow- 
ers to remove themselves temporarily 
from the City of Paris. 

Under the command of an eminent 
chief, a French Army, full of courage 
and zeal, will defend the capital and its 
patriotic population against the invader. 

But the war must be carried on at the 
same time on the rest of its territory. 

Without peace or truce, without cessa- 
tion or faltering, the struggle for the 
honor of the nation and the reparation 
of violated right must continue. 

None of our armies is impaired. If 
some of them have sustained very con- 
siderable losses, the gaps have imme- 
diately been filled up from the reserves, 
and the appeal for recruits assures us of 
new reserves in men and energy tomor- 
row. 

Endure and fight! Such must be the 
motto of the allied British, Russian, Bel- 
gian, and French Armies. 


Endure and fight, while at sea the 
British aid us, cutting the communication 
of our enemy with the world. 

Endure and fight, while the Russians 
continue to advance to strike the de- 
cisive blow at the heart of the German 
Empire. 

It is the duty of the Government of 
the republic to direct this stubborn re- 
sistance. 

Everywhere Frenchmen will rise for 
their independence; but to insure the 
utmost spirit and efficacy in the for- 
midable fight it is indispensable that 
the Government shall remain free to act. 
At the request of the military authori- 
ties, the Government is therefore tem- 
porarily transferring its headquarters to 
a place where it can remain in constant 
touch with the whole of the country. 

It requests members of Parliament not 
to remain away from it, in order that 
they may form, with their colleagues, a 
bond of national unity. 

The Government only leaves Paris af- 
ter having assured the defense of the 
city and of the intrenched camp by every 
means in its power. 

It knows that it does not need to rec- 
ommend to the admirable population of 
Paris that calm, resolution and coolness 
which it is showing every day, and 
which is on a level with its highest tra- 
ditions. 

People of France, let us all be worthy 
of these tragic circumstances. We shall 
gain the final victory; we shall gain it 
by unflagging will, endurance, and te- 
nacity. 

A nation which refuses to perish, and 
which, in order to live, does not flinch 
either from suffering or sacrifice, is sure 
of victory. 

The manifesto is signed by President 
Poincaré and all the Ministers. 


Russia to Her Enemy 


Slav Emperor Announces New Policies. 


Pledge of Czar Nicholas II. to Russia’s 
Statesmen and Soldiers, in Winter 
Palace, St. Petersburg, 

Aug. 2. 


War has been forced upon us. I hereby 
take a solemn pledge not to conclude 
peace so long as a single enemy remains 
on Russian soil. : 

I wish godspeed to my soldiers repre- 
sented here by the St. Petersburg mili- 
tary district, and I am sure that they will 
fully justify my confidence in them. 


A MANIFESTO. 


Czar Outlines Events Leading to War, 
St. Petersburg, Aug. 3. 


By the grace of God, we, Nicholas II., 
Emperor and Autocrat of all the Rus- 
sias, King of Poland, and Grand Duke of 
Finland, &c., to all our faithful subjects 
make known that Russia, related by 
faith and blood to the Slav peoples and 
faithful to her historical traditions, has 
never regarded their fates with indif- 
ference. 

But the fraternal sentiments of the 
Russian people for the Slavs have been 
awakened with perfect unanimity and 
extraordinary force in these last few 
~ days, when Austria-Hungary knowingly 
addressed to Servia claims inacceptable 
for an independent State. 

Having paid no attention to the pacific 
and conciliatory reply of the Servian 
Government and having rejected the 
benevolent intervention of Russia, Aus- 
tria-Hungary made haste to proceed to 
an armed attack, and began to bombard 
Belgrade, an open place. 


Forced by the situation thus created ~ 


_ to take necessary measures of precau- 
tion, we ordered the army and the navy 
put on-a war footing, at the same time 
using every endeavor to obtain a peace- 
ful solution. Pourparlers were begun amid 


friendly relations with Germany and her 
ally, Austria, for the blood and the prop- 
erty of our subjects were dear to us. 
Contrary to our hopes in our good 
neighborly relations of long date, and 
disregarding our assurances that the 
mobilization measures taken were in pur- 


suance of no object hostile to her, Ger- _ 


many demanded their immediate cessa- 
tion. Being rebuffed in this demand, 
Germany suddenly declared war on 
Russia. 

Today it is not only the protection of 
a country related to us and unjustly 
attacked that must be accorded, but we 
must safeguard the honor, the dignity, 
and the integrity of Russia and her po- 
sition among the great powers. 

We believe unshakably that all our 
faithful subjects will rise with unanimity 
and devotion for the defense of Russian 
soil; that internal discord will be for- 
gotten in this threatening hour; that the 


unity of the Emperor with his people - 


will become still more close, and that 
Russia, rising like one man, will repulse 
the insolent attack of the enemy. 

With a profound faith in the justice 
of our work, and with a humble hope in 


omnipotent Providence in prayer, we call _ 
God’s blessing on holy Russia and her 


valiant troops. NICHOLAS. 


CZAR AT THE KREMLIN. 


Response to Deputies of Moscow, 
Aug. 18. 

At this stormy, warlike hour, which, 

suddenly and against my wishes, has 

fallen upon my peaceful people, I seek, 


according to the custom of my ancestors, | 


to strengthen the forces of my soul in 
the sanctuaries of Moscow. 

Within the walls of the old Kremlin I 
greet in you, inhabitants of Moscow, my 
beloved ancient capital, all my peopie, 
who everywhere, in the villages of their 
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birth, in the Duma, and in the Council 
of the Empire, unanimously replied to 
my appeal and rose with vigor through- 
out the country, forgetting all private 
differences, to defend the land of their 
birth and the Slav race. 


In a powerful common impulse all 
nationalities, all tribes of our vast em- 
pire, have united. Russia, like myself, 
will never forget these historic days. 


_This union of thought and sentiment in 
all my people affords me deep consola- 
tion and a calm assurance for the future. 


From here, from the heart of the Rus-. 


sian land, I send a warm greeting to my 
gallant troops and to our brave Allies 
who are making common cause with us 
to safeguard the down-trodden principles 
of peace and truth. May God be with us. 


APPEAL TO THE POLES. 


By Grand Duke Nicholas, Generalissimo 
of the Russian Forces, St. Peters- 
burg, Aug. 15. 


Poles: The hour has sounded when 
the sacred dream of your fathers and 
your grandfathers may be realized. A 
century and a half has passed since the 
living body of Poland was torn in pieces, 
but the soul of the country is not dead. 
It continues to live, inspired by the hope 
that there will eome for the Polish peo- 
ple an hour of resurrection, and of fra- 
ternal reconciliation with Great Russia. 
The Russian Army brings you the solemn 
news of this reconciliation which obliter- 
ates the frontiers dividing the Polish 
peoples, which it unites conjointly under 
the sceptre of the Russian Czar. Under 
this sceptre Poland will be born again, 
free in her religion and her language. 
Russian autonomy only expects from you 
the same respect for the rights of those 
nationalities to which history has bound 
you. With open heart and brotherly hand 
Great Russia advances to meet you. She 
believes-that the sword, with which she 
struck down her enemies at Grtinwald, 
is not yet rusted. From the shores of the 
Pacific to the North Sea the Russian 


armies are marching. The dawn of a 
new life is beginning for you, and in this 
glorious dawn is seen the sign of the 
cross, the symbol of suffering and of the 
resurrection of peoples. 


THE POLISH RESPONSE. 


Statement Issued by Four Political Par- 
ties, Aug. 16. 


The representatives of the undersigned 
political parties, assembled in Warsaw 
on the 16th August, 1914, welcome the 
Proclamation issued to the Poles by his 
Imperial Highness the Commander in 
Chief of the Russian forces as an act of 
the foremost historical importance, and 
implicitly believe that upon the termina- 
tion of the war the promises uttered in 
that proclamation will be formally ful- 
filled, that the dreams of their fathers 
and forefathers will be realized, that Po- 
land’s body, torn asunder a century and 
a half ago, will once again be made 
whole, that the frontiers severing the 
Polish nation will vanish. 

The blood of Poland’s sons, shed in 
united combat against the Germans, will 
serve equally as a sacrifice, offered upon 
the altar of her resurrection. 

THE DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL 
PARTY. 

THE POLISH PROGRESSIVE PARTY. 

THE REALIST PARTY. 

THE POLISH PROGRESSIVE UNION. 


NO ALLIANCE WITH GERMANY 


Editorial Appeal in the Gazeta Warszaw- 
ska, Aug. 15. 


Fellow-countrymen! A danger threat- 
ens us, greatest, perhaps, among the 
many calamities which war brings to a 
country; the misdirection of the nation’s 
mind and understanding. 


Various instigations are pressing the 
Poles to go against their own instinct 
and the dictates of political reason in 
their attitude toward the armies now 
invading our Polish lands, armies ring- 
ing with German words of command, 
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which even resound through Galician de- 
tachments lured into belief that Poland 
may be saved through alliance with the 
Germans. Various agitators on both the 
German and Austrian sides, having their 
own interests at stake, are seeking to 
make our people take active part in the 
terrific conflicts now to be fought out 
upon our soil. 


To attain this end by throwing dust 
into our eyes, various manifestos signed 
by the leaders of the armies beyond the 
_ frontier have promised the Poles exten- 
sive liberties and privileges at the close 
of the war. Certain Polish organizations, 
having lost, in the general excitement, 
their healthy sense of judgment, are 
doing likewise. Do not let yourselves 
be hoodwinked by these promises. 
are lies. Neither of the invading armies 
has any intention of fighting for Poland’s 
sake. Each is fighting in the interests 
of its own empire, and to those empires 
we are of no account. They only want, in 
a moment of necessity, to make the 
Poles passive instruments serving their 
own ends. Whoever tells you that Austria 
in alliance with Prussia intends to build 
up Poland once again is a_ blinded 
dreamer. The result of a victory for the 
Germans and Austrians would mean a 
new partitioning of Poland, a yet greater 
wreckage of our nation. 
listen to no seducers. Remain passive, 
watchful, insensible to temptation. 


During the coming struggle the King- 
dom of Poland will be the marching 
ground of various armies, we shall see 
temporary victors assuming lordship for 
a while; but change of authority will fol- 
low, and inevitable retaliation; this 
several times, perhaps, in the course of 
’ the campaign. Therefore every improvi- 
dent step will meet with terrible revenge. 
By holding firm through the present con- 
flict you best can serve the Polish cause. 
In the name of the love you bear your 
country, of your solicitude for the 
nation’s future, we entreat you, fellow- 
countrymen, to remain deaf to evil in- 
spirations, unshakable in your determina- 
tion not to expose our land to yet greater 
calamities, and Poland’s whole future 
to incalculable perils. 


They 


Grasp this, 


POLISH AMERICAN OPINION. 


Kazinirz Jaworowski, Manager Polish 

National Alliance, New York, Aug. 16. 

The Poles are treated better in Russia 
now than they are in Germany. Al- 
though Russia has done its best to Rus- 
sianize Poland by crushing the Polish 
national feeling, imprisoning Polish pa- 
triots, and attempting even to suppress 
the Polish language, Germany has gone 
still further in its efforts to Germanize 
its Polish territory. 

Bismarck’s idea was to force German 
civilization upon the world and the most 
extreme measures have been taken to 
enforce this policy in German Poland. 
Taking advantage of every possible pre- 
text, the Germans have dispossessed the 
Poles of their land and handed it over 
to Germans. The Russians have not 
gone so far as this. They, as a general 
rule, have allowed the Poles to keep 
their land. 

For my own part, I would do anything 
to defeat Germany, and I think the Poles 
of Germany and Austria for the most 
part wish to see France and Russia suc- 
cessful. The Poles are Slavs. The fight 
is between the Germans and the Slavs. 

I hope that if the Czar is successful, 
he carries out his promises to reunite 
Poland and grant it autonomy. That 
would not niean Poland would be free, 
but it would enjoy more freedom than 
now. The Czar would be the King of 
Poland and the Government of Poland 
undoubtedly would be carried on largely 
by men appointed by the Czar. How- 
ever, if Poland got the right to have a 
share in its Government, even if the 
Czar remained supreme, the country 
would be greatly benefited. 

Autonomy would mean that efforts to 
suppress the Polish language, the Polish 
national spirit, and the Polish traditions 
would be at an end. Under a despotic 
government in Russia and under more 
despotic governments still in Germany 
and Austria, the Polish race has existed 
under the most crushing of burdens. Re- 
united and granted partial liberty and 
the right to live under fair conditions, 
it would flourish and again take its place 
as a great race, 


ae 
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RUSSIA AGAINST GERMANY. 


By Prince Eugene Troubetskoi, Ex-Mem- 
ber of the Imperial Cabinet, 
St. Petersburg, Aug. 15. 


Russia against Germany is an instance 
of real patriotism against the curse of 
nationalism. Our people are athrill now, 
not from hate but from an ardent desire 
to serve and protect. Our war cry does 
not result from the ancient pagan con- 
ception of the self-sufficiency of the 
State, but from the desire for the well- 
being of all men. 


Our people are not filled by that fierce 
and implacable lust for power which leads 
a nation into the gulf whose depths reach 
down to hell. With us God is not con- 
ceived as merely a tribal deity, but the 
father of all. Upon these things, upon 
this supernational impulse which has now 
set our people on fire, we rely for vic- 
tory, and in our victory we expect to see 
a great step taken in the coming freedom 
of the world. 


DUMA’S MESSAGE TO BRITAIN. 


President Rodzianko of the Imperial 
Duma’s Telegram to the House of 
Commons, Aug. 26. 


The Duma of the empire, assembled 
in extraordinary session in view of the 
exceptional events passing in the civi- 
lized world, begs the House of Commons 
of Great Britain to accept their warm 
and sincere greeting and sentiments of 
profound friendship which unite our two 
great nations. The whole of Russia has 
welcomed with enthusiasm the resolu- 
tion of the British people to give their 
support to the friendly nations in the 
historic struggle which is developing at 
this moment. May God bless the armies 
of the friendly nations of the Triple En- 
tente! Long live his Majesty King 
George and his valiant people! Long live 
the British Parliament, and long live 
Great Britain! 


NEW POLICY AND THE JEWS. 


Special Cable to The New York Times, 
London, Aug. 18. 


Ever since the Czar’s promise of au- 
tonomy to Poland reports have been cur- 
rent that the next step likely to be taken 
by the Russian Government along the 
same lines of initiative will be a procla- 
mation assuring the Jews of equal civil 
and political rights. A Paris dispatch 
today goes the length of stating that 
such a proclamation is shortly to be is- 
sued. 


From inquiries made in authoritative 
quarters THE NEw York TIMES is able 
to state that, while there is no official 
authority for such a prediction, there is 
good reason to believe that some meas- 
ure of reform along the lines indicated 
is likely. Both in France and England, 
Russia’s reactionary policy is the only 
element which has aroused any misgiv- 
ings regarding what it is hoped in the 
two first-named countries will be the re- 
sults of the war. 


The enthusiasm aroused in France by 
the decree affecting Poland gives the 
measure of relief caused by the removal 
of these misgivings, so far as one sec- 
tion of the non-orthodox subjects of the 
Czar are concerned. Equal relief would 
be felt among a large and representative 
body of the British public were definite 
action taken by the Russian Government 
to remove the disabilities under which 
the Jews in Russia labor. I have author- 


_ ity for stating that steps have been taken 


to bring this point of view to the atten- 
tion of the Russian Government. 


Officially, the British Government can 
take no action which could be regarded 
as an interference with the domestic af- 
fairs of a friendly power, and certain 
overzealous representations which have. 
been made to Sir Edward Grey overshoot 
the mark. Sir Edward Grey’s liberal 
principles are sufficiently well recog- 
nized to make it certain that what he is 
able to do he is doing to remove all 
causes for the misgivings with which a 
good number of his fellow-citizens regard 
the Russian alliance in its moral aspect 
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and its possible ultimate developments. 

Great hopes are felt that these very 
delicate representations will meet with 
success. Predictions are made that the 
final outcome of the combined grant of 
autonomy to Poland and the removal of 
at least some of the civil and religious 
disqualifications now weighing upon the 
Jews in Russia will be the growth of a 
new State, in which the Jew and the Pole 
will find an equal place in the sun and 
flourish exceedingly. 


WAR ON GERMAN TRADE. 


M. Sazonof, Russian Minister for For- 
eign Affairs, to Correspondent of 
The London Times, Petro- 
grad, Sept. 15. 

The eyes of the world just now are 
fixed on the fortunes of the armies in 
the field. It is, perhaps, not spectacular 
from the point of view of the average 
newspaper reader to speak at this time 
of mere business and trade relations. I 
quite well realize that it is accounts of 
victories and routs, acts of heroism and 
magnificent assaults by troops that sell 
the newspapers, but beyond and above 
all this there now exists a situation and 
an opportunity in trade and commerce 
with Russia which to England and 
America may mean more in decades to 
come than it is easy to’ realize. 


For years past Germany has been _ 


steadily and vigorously pushing her 
trade into all quarters of the Russian 
Empire, and now sells us above £60,000,- 
000 worth of products yearly. The 
ground has been broken by Germany, and 
these enormous markets for machinery, 
chemicals, and all sorts of manufactured 
products are now suddenly cut off from 
the avenues through which they have 
been supplied. Herein lies the greatest 
commercial opportunity for England and 
America that has ever been offered. 

It has been said in the Maxims of 
Pascal that to govern 1s to foresee. 
This is not only true of politics and af- 
fairs of government, but applies as well 
to trade relations. It is that country 
which foresees the situation com- 


mercially in Russia that will reap the 
enormous benefits that these markets 
now offer. 

It is not merely sufficient that mer- 
chants and manufacturers should offer 
their goods here. They that would profit 
permanently by the new trade conditiens 
of this empire must take up the task 
seriously. Experts should be sent here 
now, even while the war is still in prog- 
ress, to study and examine the wants of 
our country. Our duties, our manner of 
doing business, our present and future 
wants and growing demands, should be 
studied scientifically and fundamentally, 
so that when peace comes those channels 
which have for decades flowed deeply 
with German products may continue to 
flow with products from America and 
England. 

For America especially. does Russia 
open an opportunity for an industrial out- 
let such as can hardly be overestimated. 
We have an empire of 170,000,000 souls, 
and the £60,000,000 yearly that we have 
been paying Germany is but the begin- 
ning of a demand that will soon make 
Russia among the most desirable and 
valuable markets in the world. Railroad 
building and new developments every- 
where are a prelude to an era of pros- 
perity in this country such as has never 
been seen here before. 

I cannot too emphatically express the 
hope that merchants abroad will realize 
this wonderful opportunity and act 
promptly, for when the war is over will 
come realization of this situation every- 
where, and he who would profit should 
take the first steps with the least pos- 
sible delay. 


FOE TO GERMAN MILITARISM. 


Statement to Americans. by Prince 


Imeretinsky, Sept. 10. 

We are a peace-loving people as you 
in America are, but, of course, the people 
of Russia are not so well educated as 
you are. 

Russia did not want this war, but she 
has known for years that it was coming: 
and consequently was preparing for it. 
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It is her determination, now that it has 
- been brought on by Germany, to see it 
through, no matter how long it takes or 
how much it costs. 

Russia is waging war against militar- 
ism. If continued, this militarism would 
economically cripple all Europe. The 
burden is too heavy for people to bear, 
and Russia means to put an end to mili- 
tarism as expounded by Germany. 


NOT A QUESTION OF 
SLAV PREDOMINANCE. 


Statement by Baron Korff, Imperial Rus- 
sian Vice Cousul, New York, Sept. 6. 
The assassination of Archduke Franz 

Ferdinand of Austria at Serajevo, in the 

light of present conditions, appears to 

be the pretext which led to the present 
great European war, involving the Em- 
pires of Germany and Russia, the King- 
doms of Great Britain and Belgium, and 
the Republic of France. It is rather dif- 
ficult for the average American to find 
the real causes that have led to this 
struggle of nations, as they lie solely 
in the conditions and latest developments 


of the political life of Middle Europe gen-. 


erally, and Germany and Austria particu- 
larly. 

In order to ascertain the real cause it 
will be necessary for me to explain the 
policy of the above-named two Govern- 
ments on one side and the evolution of 
the character of the German Nation on 
the other side. In glancing at the map 
of Germany, and particularly her 
frontiers and geographical position, she 
being wedged in between two powerful 
neighbors, Russia in the east and France 
backed up by England in the west, it is 
apparent that her situation is very deli- 
cate, owing to the lack of marked natural 
boundaries. 

Tremendous military power and highly 
developed diplomatic ability are the two 
necessary elements to create friendly re- 
lations with her neighbors. After the 


creation of the great German Empire in 


1870, Prince Bismarck succeeded in estab- 
lishing and maintaining for Germany 
friendly relations with the other great 


powers. It was his policy to acquire 
colonies for Germany outside of Europe, 
and to carefully avoid any territorial en- 
croachments on the neighboring States. 
He sounded his warning to his country 
men not to try to increase German ter: 
ritory at the expense of Russian territory. 


Germany’s colonial acquisitions cre- 
ated a new era in her policy, and, if I 
may be permitted to so express myself, 
changed completely the face of the Ger- 
man Empire. The protection and de- 
velopment of her colonial possessions and 
her commerce required a strong navy. 
England’s competition of the commerce 
controlled by Germany started the tre- 
mendous growth of England’s naval — 
power, and gave Germany second place. 
Her rivalry with England compelled 
Germany to increase her army, too, and 
we observed how from a quiet, inoffen- 
sive, modest State Germany gradually 
became very strong and endeavored to 
play the first violin in the concert not 
only of all Furope, but also of the whole 
world. Such seems to be the fate of all 
nations that acquire sudden power—they 
get conceited and aggressive. 

The political events of the last ten 
years prove sufficiently the aggressive- 
ness of the German policy—the events 
at Agadir, the annexation of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina by Austria, the ultimatum 
sent by the latter to Servia are only 
passing instances in the growing conceit 
of the German policy. It should be re- 
membered that in March, 1909, Chan- 
cellor von Bilow announced to the Ger- 
man Reichstag that Germany would 
support Austria in her annexation of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina by force, even 
if the whole of Europe were to oppose it. 

Europe at that time did not oppose 
the Germans, but it seems to me that 
just then Europe began to realize how 
dangerous and unsafe it was to have 
in the heart of that Continent. a power 
with such bellicose and driving intentions. 
Her political acts were too uncanny and 
alarmed the whole of Europe, which be- 
gan to seek ways and means to get rid 
of this German hegemony, coupled with 
its rough militarism and unscrupulous 
ways of acting. 
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The military and economical develop- 
ments of Germany induced her to go 
further in her tendency to enlarge her 
territory. Emperor William feels that his 
empire is not big enough to suit his ambi- 
tion and for the part which he intends to 
play in Europe. He therefore endeavors 
to enter into an agreement with the heir 
of the Austrian throne, Franz Ferdinand, 
aman of great energy and wide political 
views, to the effect to mold out of Aus- 
tria an exclusive Slavish power and to 
surrender to Germany the Archduchy of 
Austria with Vienna and Tyrol, and an- 
nex Servia to Austria. 

Franz Ferdinand could afford to agree 
to this plan most readily, because he 
knew that Austria in her present state 
could not continue her existence, as she 
was on the brink of an insurrection of 
25,000,000 Austrian Slavs against the 
continuance of a Government over them 
of 9,000,000 Austrian Germans. There is 
no doubt that this question was fully 
discussed at the conference at Konopish, 
where the German Emperor, accompanied 
by Admiral von Tirpitz, went to pay a visit 
to Franz Ferdinand one month before 
the latter was assassinated. : 

The ttragedy of Serajevo found Ger. 
many after a course of action already 
had been agreed upon, and the sending 
of the ultimatum by Austria to Servia 
can be explained only by the desire of 
the two nations to fully le their 
preparations. 

Now, why do we find at this important 
moment of the world’s history such oppo- 
sition not only against Germany but also 
an upheaval of other nations? 

The German press of the United States 
endeavors to prove that the underlying 
reason for the struggle is the eventual 
triumph in Europe either of Teutonic or 
Slavish civilization, and denounces Rus- 
sian barbarism and extols German cul- 
ture. 

I will not discuss the respective merits 
of Teutonic and Slavic culture and civili- 
zation, as in my opinion these are ques- 
tions absolutely foreign to the events 
leading up to the war. The Russian, 
French, English, and Servian nations are 
not fighting against German culture, as 


represented by intellectual giants, such 
as Goethe, Wagner, and many others, but 
against German militarism, accompanied 
by systematic oppression of the indi- 
vidual residing in German territory. 
This internal German policy created a 
national spirit against which the Allies 
now_are fighting—the national spirit of 
Germany, which the whole world knows, 


and which is rough, conceited, arrogant, 


and intolerant toward foreigners beyond 
all measures, and admits nothing good 
unless it is German or made in Germany. 
This kind of German national spirit is 
in the majority in the empire of Germany 
and particularly in Prussia; the real cul- 
tured, good-hearted, sentimental German 
is about to die out completely, and the 
few remaining representatives of this 
type have no voice in Germany. 

The pronounced antipathy-to the above- 
described present majority type of Ger- 
mans united all European nations against 
Germany, and supports their respective 
Governments in their efforts to put a 
stop to the furor teutonicus of the twen- 
tieth century. 

For this reason the task of the allied 
Governments will find unlimited support 
of the nations and this war against Ger- 
many in Europe will prove to be most 
popular. 


RUSSIA’S “LITTLE BROTHER.” 


Statement by George Bakhmeteff, Rus- 
sian Ambassador to the United 
States, New York, Oct. 11. 


It will be a long time, I suppose, before 
the American will be able fully to under- 
stand Russia’s reasons for entering the 
present war and the great racial thought 
that lies back of it. The whole situation 
in a nutshell is that Germany entered 
the war from racial hate and motives 
of commercial greed, while Russia drew 


her sword out of motives of humane and 


kindly sympathy for a small and op- 
pressed nation of her own kindred. Ger- 
many had been grabbing and wished to 
grab more; Russia rose in arms to stand 
by and protect her “little brother.” 
Indeed you are quite right when you 
say that there are spiritual forces back 


its 
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of Russia’s deeds in battle far more 
than there can be in the case of any 
cther of the warring nations.’ The rea- 
sons lie deep within our national life, 
and I doubt if any American will be 
able fully to comprehend them without 
coming to see us in our own country and 
seeing us as we are. The great and 
really wonderful achievements of the 
German are visible and material, while 
ours are things of the spirit—invisible, 
modest, resigned. The representative 
spirit of Germany’s materialism and 
heartless aggressiveness is that of the 
megalomaniac Nietzsche and his fol- 
lowers, Treitschke and von Bernhardi. 
The spokesmen of what is more truly 
Russian today are Tolstoy and Dos- 
toievski, who have recorded forever the 
spirit of self-sacrifice, humility and piety 
in the Russian soul. 

Yes, it is true that those who have 
learned to know us in Russia are aware 
that the epithets of “Hun” and “bar- 


barian” used against us are stark lies” 


promulgated by bitter enemies who take 
ignoble advantzge of the tradition in 
America fostered by the melodramatic 


exploitation of the Jewish problem and 
the occasional brutalities by our drunken 
soldier to make you believe that a Rus- 
sian is a sort of treacherous bandit with 
a knife in his teeth ready to betray and 
slay. We regret exceedingly that that 
tradition has taken root in the United 
States. We admire and emulate Ameri- 
cans because they have mellowed and 
complemented their industrial and politi- 
cal achievements with national charity 
and religious ideals. 

In Russia the Jewish question, as such, 
has not arisen since the opening of the 
war. Political promises have been made 
to Poland and these promises will be 
kept. It is a mistaken idea here that 
any overtures have been made to the 
Jews as a class. You think we are as 
anxious as all that to have them enlist 
as soldiers? No. We do not wish to — 
make them any special inducements to 
enlist. You are well aware that nobody 
hates the Jews more cordially than the 
Pole himself. Our offer was to the 
Poles, who have a national entity and a 
country and home of their own. The 
Jews have none of these things. 


“The Facts About Belgium” 


Statement Issued by the Belgian Legation at Washington. 


The Belgian Legation at Washington has 
compiled the following ‘statement of the 
Belgian case, in the present European War, 


in answer to the many inquiries that have _ 


. been received on the subject. 

By the treaty of April 19th, 1839, Prus- 
sia, France, England, Austria, and Rus- 
sia declared themselves guarantors of 
the treaty concluded on the same day 
between the King of the Belgians and the 
King of the Netherlands. This treaty 
provides: 

Belgium forms an independent State of 

perpetual neutrality. 

That is to say, Belgium was forbidden, 
in case of war, to take the part of any 
of the belligerents. 

Since then Belgium has fulfilled all 
her neutrality obligations; she has acted 


in a spirit of absolute impartiality. She 
has left nothing undone to maintain and 
make respected her neutrality. Ger- 
many’s obligation to respect Belgian neu- 
trality was even more emphatically af- 
firmed by one of Germany’s greatest 
men, by the creator of the empire. 
Prince, then Count, Bismarck, wrote to 
Baron Nothomb, Belgian Minister in 
Berlin, on the 22nd of July, 1870, as fol- 
lows: 

In confirmation of my verbal assur- 
ances, I have the honor to give in writing 
a declaration which, in view of the 
treaties in force, is quite superfluous, that 
the Confederation of the North and its 
allies will respect the neutrality of Bel- 
gium on the understanding, of course, 
that it is respected by the other belliger- 
ents. 
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On July 31 of the present_year the Bel- 
gian Minister of Foreign Affairs and the 
Secretary General of the Foreign Office 
had a long conversation with the German 
Minister in Brussels. It was pointed out 
to him that in the course of the contro- 
versy raised in 1911 by the introduction 
of the Dutch project for the fortification 
of the Scheldt, that his predecessor, Herr 
von Flotow, had assured the Belgian Gov- 
ernment that in the event of a Franco- 
German war Germany would not violate 
Belgian neutrality; that Mr. Bethmann- 
Hollweg, the Imperial Chancellor, had 
given similar assurance; that in 1913 
Herr von Jagow, the German Foreign 
Secretary, had made similar statements 
of a reassuring character in the budget 
committee of the Reichstag concerning 
the neutrality of Belgium; to which the 
German Minister replied that he was 
aware of the conversation with his pre- 
decessor, and that “he was certain that 
the sentiments expressed at that epoch 
had not changed.” 

On August 2nd, in the course of the 
day, the German Minister in Brussels, 
M. De Below Saleske, gave an interview 
to the newspaper Le Soir, and declared 
that Belgium had nothing to fear from 
Germany. He went so far as to employ 
this expression: 


You will see, perhaps, your neighbor’s 
house on fire, but your house will remain 
intact. 


The same day, at 7 o’clock in the even- 
ing, he communicated the following note 
to the Belgian Government: 


The German Note. 


The German Government has received 
unimpeachable news to the effect that the 
French forces have the intention of march- 

* Ing on the Meuse by Givet and Namur, 
This news leaves no doubt as to the in- 
tention of France to march upon Germany 
from Belgian territory. The Imperial 
Government of Germany cannot help fear- 
ing that Belgium, in spite of the best 
intentions, will not be in a position to 
repulse without help an incursion by the 
French of such great magnitude. In thig 
case it is sufficiently certain that Ger- 
many is seriously threatened. It is the 
urgent business of Germany to forestall 
this attack on the part of the enemy. 
The German Government would be filled 
with lively regret if Belgium were to 
regard as an act of hostility against her 


the fact that her precautionary measures 
oblige her to violate on.her side Belgian 
territory. 

In order to avoid the possibility of mis- 
understanding, the German Government 
makes the following comment: 

1st. Germany contemplates no act of 
hostility against Belgium. If Belgium 
consents to assume in the war which is 
about to commence the attitude of friendly 
neutrality toward Germany, the German 
Government on its side engages, when 
peace is restored, to guarantee the in- 
tegrity of the kingdom and its possessions. 

2nd. Germany engages herself, on the 
aforesaid conditions, to evacuate Belgian 
territory as soon as peace is concluded. 

8rd. If Belgium observes a friendly atti- 
tude, Germany is ready, in co-operation 
with the authorities of the Government of 
Belgium, to buy for cash everything that 
is necessary for her troops, and to pay 
indemnities for damage done in Belgium; 
but if Belgium behaves in a hostile manner 
against the troops, and in particular 
places difficulties in the way of their 
advance by opposition by the fortifications 
of the Meuse, or by the destruction of 
roads, railways, tunnels, or other works, 
Germany will be obliged to consider Bel- 
gium as an enemy. 

In that case Germany will enter into no 
agreement with the kingdom, but will 
allow the further relationship of the two 
States to be left to the decision of arms. 
The German Government feels that it is 
justified in hoping that this eventuality 
will not materialize and that the Belgian 
Government will know how to take appro- 
priate measures to prevent its material- 
ization. In that case the friendly relations 
which unite the two neighboring States 
will become closer and more lasting. 


Such is the German note. It will be 
noticed that there is no question of the 
alleged entry of French aviators and 
officers into Belgium, as has been stated 
in several papers here. The document, 
in fact, knocks that fable on the head. 
The only reason given for the violation 
of Belgian territory is the alleged inr- 
tention of the French Army to march up- 
on Givet and Namur. This assertion is 
supported by no proof, and is denied by 
the French Government, which officially 
declared to Belgium and England its in- 
tention of not violating Belgian -terri- 
tory. On the contrary, the premeditated 
intention of Germany to violate Belgian 
neutrality is proved in the most irrefu-- 
table way, namely, by the affirmation of 
the German Secretary of State himself, 
and by that of the German Chancellor. 
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To the request of Sir William Goschen, 
the English Ambassador in Berlin, to be 
allowed to know if Germany would pledge 
herself to respect the neutrality of Bel- 
gium, the German Secretary of State 
replied that “this neutrality had already 
been violated by Germany.” Herr von 
Jagow went again into the 


reasons why the Imperial Government 
had been obliged to take this step, name- 
ly, that they had to advance into France 
by the quickest and easiest way so as to 
.be able to get well ahead with their opera- 
tions and endeavor to strike some decisive 
blow as early as possible. It was a mat- 
ter of life and death to them, for, if they 
had gone by the more southern route, 
they could not have hoped, in view of the 
paucity of the roads and the strength of 
the fortresses, to have got through with- 
out formidable opposition entailing great 
loss of time. This loss of time would 
mean time gained by the Russians for the 
bringing up of their troops to the German 
frontier. Rapidity of action was the great 
German asset, while that of Russia was 
the inexhaustible supply of troops. [Offi- 
cial Report of the British Ambassador in 


Berlin to the British Government.] P= 


“A Scrap of Paper.” 


This conversation preceded by a few 
minutes that in which the German Chan- 
cellor, giddy at the sight of the abyss 
into which Germany was falling, uttered 
these celebrated words: 

Just for a word, NEUTRALITY, a word 
which in war times has been so often dis- 
regarded; just for A SCRAP OF PAPER, 
Great Britain is going to make war on a 
kindred nation. At what price would that 
compact [neutrality] have been kept? 
Has the British Government thought of 
that? 

Sir William Goschen replied, that fear 
of consequences would hardly be regarded 
as an excuse for breaking a solemn en- 
gagement. [Official report of the Brit- 
‘ish Ambassador in Berlin to his Govern- 
ment. ] 

It is very clear from these documents 
that Germany had for a long time pre- 
meditated the violation of the neutrality 
of Belgium and that she has even recon- 
‘ciled herself to the terrible danger of 
war with Great Britain, rather than re- 

-nounce the advantages she thought she 
would gain by not respecting the treaty. 
In the face of these confessions the alle- 


gations that France wished to violate 
the neutrality of Belgium, an allegation 
supported by no proof, falls to the 
ground. 


To continue the analysis of the Ger- 
man note: 


If Belgium consents to assume in the 
war which is about to commence the atti- 
tude of friendly neutrality toward Ger- 
many, the German Government, on its 
side, engages, when peace is restored, to 
guarantee the integrity of the kingdom 
and its possessions. 

Could Belgium, without being false to 
her duties of neutrality, take up the posi- 
tion which the German Government calls 
“friendly neutrality”? That is to say, 
could she allow the German -armies to 
pass without opposition through her ter- 
ritory? Can the German Government it- 
self answer that question? 


It is enough to reread the conversation 
given above between the British Ambas- 
sador and the German Secretary of State 
to come to a-clear conclusion in that re- 
spect. If the violation of Belgian terri- 
tory was to procure so signal an advan- 
tage to Germany that she had no fear 
of bringing on war with England to at- 
tain it, then for Belgium to lend herself 
to the passage of German troops must. 
have meant the certainty of fatal conse- 
quences for France. Thus for Belgium 
to have yielded to the German ultima- 
tum would ipso facto have conferred a 
considerable advantage to Germany, to 
the detriment of the other belligerent, 
and would have constituted a breach of 
neutrality. 


Germany concludes her note by 
threats. She engages, on the condition 
already defined, to evacuate Belgian ter- 
ritory at the conclusion of peace. If Bel- 
gium behaves in a hostile manner [that 
is to say, if she does her duty] Germany 
will be obliged to consider Belgium as an 
enemy. She would then leave the ulti- 
mate arrangements of the relations of 
the two States to the decision of arms. 
In other words, if Belgium does not agree 
to violate the treaty, Germany will treat 
her as an enemy, and she adds a veiled 
threat of annexing a part or the whole 
of her territory. 


368 THE NEW YORK TIMES CURRENT HISTORY OF THE WAR 


The moral fibre of nations is not al- 
ways measured by their size or power. 
Belgium is small and weak, but her 
answer bears witness to her love of jus- 
tice and to her respect of the right. She 
would rather die with honor than live 
dishonored. 

That was made clear by the answer of 
her Government. The answer was as 
follows: 

Reply to German Note. 


The German note has been a painful 
surprise to the Belgian Government. The 
intentions which the note attributes to 
France are in contradiction *to the formal 
declarations which were made to us on 
the ist of August in the name of the 
republic. Besides, if contrary to our ex- 
pectations, France is about to violate the 
neutrality of Belgium, Belgium would be 
prepared to fulfil its neutrality obliga- 
tions, and her army would offer to the 
invader the most vigorous resistance. The 
treaties of 1839, confirmed by the treaties 
of 1870, commit to the guarantee of the 
powers and notably to the Government of 
his Majesty the King of Prussia the inde- 
pendence and neutrality of the Kingdom 
of Belgium. 


The Chancellor of the German Empire 
said in a sitting.of the Reichstag on the 
4th of August: 


We are in a state of legitimate defense 
Necessity knows no law. Our troops have 
occupied Luxemburg and have perhaps 
already penetrated into Belgium. This is 
against the law of nations. France, it 
is true, has declared to Brussels that she 
is determined to respect the neutrality of 
Belgium as long as her adversary respects 
it, but we know that France was ready to 
invade Belgium. France can afford to 
wait; we cannot. A French attack on our 
flank in the region of the lower Rhine 
might have been fatal. It is for that 
reason we have been compelled to ignore 
the just protests of the Governments of 
Luxemburg and Belgium. The injustice 
which we thus commit we will repair as 
soon as our military object has been at- 
tained. 


It has been shown how much value can 
be attached to the assertion of the al- 
leged intention of France to invade Bel- 
gium. That intention, and the realiza- 
tion of that intention belongs exclusively 
to Germany and they must be left in her 
possession. This is especially the case 
in view of the fact that the military dis- 
positions undertaken by France abso- 
lutely refute the allegations of the Ger- 


man Chancellor. So true is this that 
when the violation of Belgian territory 
became an accomplished fact, and when 
the King of Belgium appealed under the 
terms of the treaty of 1839 for support, 
in maintaining the neutrality of Belgium 
which these powers had guaranteed, 
France was so little prepared to invade 
Belgium that it took her more than ten 
days to get her troops into the country. 

The world is familiar with the way 
Germany has repaired in. Belgium the 
injustice of which she was guilty, to use 
the words of the German Chancellor. 


Atrocities in Belgium. 


Under the pretext that her troops were 
attacked by civilians, and even under no 
pretext at all, whole villages have been 
razed to the ground. Important towns 
whose boast it was to represent part of 
the common inheritance of civilization 
were not spared. Their monuments, 
which have been respected during the 
centuries in all of the constant wars of 
which Belgium has been the theatre, were 
deliberately destroyed. Open cities were 
bombarded. Exorbitant taxation was 
imposed upon conquered towns, and when 
the inhabitants were unable to pay the 
taxes, a large number of their houses 
were «set on fire. That is what hap- 
pened to Wavre, among other cities, 
whose 8,500 inhabitants were unable to 
pay a tax of $600,000. Termonde, with 
10,000 inhabitants, was utterly destroyed. 
On the 15th of September, there only re- 


“mained in that town 282 houses out of 


1,400. The town of Aerschot, with 8,000 
inhabitants, is now nothing but a mass 
of ruins and more than 150 of its inhabi- 
tants have been shot. Dirigible balloons 
have thrown bombs at night upon Ant- 
werp. It cannot be maintained by those 


who were in the balloons that they were © 


trying to hit the forts, as the forts are 
outside the boundaries of the town, and 
a.good distance outside them as well. 
Nor could the bombs thrown have had 
any effect upon the forts, which aré-even 
stronger than those of Liége. There 
was no warning of this bombardment, a 
fact which constitutes a violation of 
Article 26 of the Fourth Convention of 
The Hague, and more than a dozen peo- 


a ee ee ey 


ee ae ee 


ee ee 


EMIL VAN. DER VELDE, 


Belgian Minister of State and Chairman International 
Socialist Bureau. 
(Photo from Wiener Agency.) 


RETR fA RD eee F. 
British Representative International 


(Photo © hy 


’ 


Socialist Bureau 


American Press ASR» 


RELGO-BRITISH PLOT ALLEGED BY GERMANY 


ple were killed, all of them non-com- 
batants and several of them women and 
children. 

The town of Louvain, with its 42,000 
inhabitants, was one of the centres of 
Belgian culture. Jt had no mercy shown 
to it and has been nearly obliterated. 
Several quarters of the town were set on 


- fire, the Church of St. Pierre, a marvel-' 


ous example of Gothic art; the buildings 
of the University, including the Library 
with more than 70,000 volumes, of which 
a large number were ancient manu- 
scripts, the collections belonging to the 
University; nearly all the scientific in- 
stitutions, and nearly all the houses of 
the town were deliberately burned. They 
are now nothing more than heaps of 
ashes. Their destruction has been a loss 
to the whole civilized world. 

Numbers of absolutely innocent women 
and children lost their lives in the fire 
which was started by order of the Ger- 
man military officials. Of those who were 
saved, several thousand, including women 
enfeebled by age, and children in arms, 
are today wandering homeless over the 
roads, without food or clothing. They are 
not to blame for anything, unless it is be- 
cause they belong to a nation which has 
refused to purchase peace at the price of 
dishonor. That can be the only crime 
accounted to them and it is for that they 
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have lost all their possessions upon the 
earth. 

From the declaration made by the Im- 
perial German Chancellor it may be seen 
that the German Government is conscious 
of its wrongdoing. As one of the guar- 
antors of Belgium’s neutrality, it wanted 
to force Belgium to relinquish its neu- 
trality for Germany’s benefit. Because 
Belgium would not consent to this injus- 
tice and because Germany could not re- 
proach her with anything else, Germany 
invaded and covered with blood and ruin 
a small peaceful country of hard-working 
and honest people, a country which it had 
promised to protect. 

This attack upon her neutrality is the 
first violation for which Belgium asks 
judgment from the universal conscience. 

The entire Belgo-German question to- 
day is dominated by the fact of this vio- 
lation of the neutrality of Belgium. 
Therefore, there is not a single shot fired 
by a German soldier in Belgium, which 
is not manifestly and avowedly belying 
most sacred things: the keeping of a 
solemn pledge, and the right for an 
honest nation that never wanted war, nor 
showed aggressive dispositions, to be al- 
lowed to live its peaceful and neutral — 
life. 

Such is the Belgian case. 
will judge it. 


Humanity 


Belgo-British Plot Alleged by Germany 


Statement Issued by German Embassy at Washington, Oct. 13. 


The German Ambassador drew special 
attention today to the telegram which 
came from German headquarters. This 
telegram proves the German contention 
that the Allies did not intend to respect 
Belgian neutrality. It even proves more, 
namely, that Belgian neutrality practical- 
ly did not exist and that the Belgian 
Government was conspiring with the 
Allies against Germany. Notwithstand- 
ing the denials coming from French 
sources it is a fact that French prisoners 
were taken at Liége and Namur, who 


acknowledged that they had been in those 
fortresses before the German troops en- 
tered Belgium. 


On the French side it has been asserted 
that the German Chancellor in Parlia- 
ment had acknowledged that Germany 
was doing wrong in violating Belgian 
neutrality. It must, however, not be 
overlooked that the Chancellor further 
said: : 

We know thai the Allies do not intend 


to respect Belgian neutrality, and Ger- 
many, in the position she is in, attacked 
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from three sides, eannot wait, while the 
Allies can wait. 


At that time the Belgian archives were 
not at the disposal of the German Gov- 
ernment. If the Chancellor had known 
at the time he made his speech that 
Belgium was not neutral he would cer- 
tainly have spoken of the alleged Belgian 
neutrality in a different way. 


Germany has violated the frontiers of 
no really neutral country, while the 
Allies are on record for disregarding all 
obligations toward China. 


Text of Wireless Message. 


Headquarters report German military 
authorities searching archives of Belgian 
General Staff at Brussels, found portfolio 
inscribed “Intervention Anglaise-Bel- 
gique,” containing important documents: 


1. Report to Belgian War Minister, 
dated April 10, 1906, containing result 
detailed negotiations between Chief of Bel- 
gian General Staff and British Military 
Attaché at Brussels, Lieut. Col. Barnard- 
iston. Plan of English origin sanctioned 
by Major Gen. Grierson, Chief English 
General Staff, contains strength, forma- 
tion, landing places, expeditionary force 
100,000 men; continuing, settles plan Bel- 
gian General Staff transport accommoda- 
tions, feeding in Belgium, Belgian inter- 
preters, gendarmerie, landing places at 
Dunkirk, Calais, Boulogne. Details Barn- 
ardiston remarks for present Holland 
eannot be relied upon. Further confi- 
dential communication that English Gov- 
ernment after destruction of German Navy 
will direct supply provision via Antwerp. 
Finally suggestion from England military 
attaché that Belgian espionage service 
should be organized in Prussian Rhein- 
land. 


2. Map showing strategical drawing up 
of French Army demonstrating existence 
of French-Belgian agreement. 


3. Report of Baron Greindl, Belgian 
Minister to Berlin, to Belgian Foreign 
Office, dated Dec. 238, 1911. Greindl, 
commenting on plan of Belgian General 
Staff for defense of Belgo-German fron- 
tier in Franco-German war, points to 
threatening violation of neutrality by 
France, saying: ‘‘Danger French attack 
threatening us, not only near Luxemburg, 
but on whole length of common frontier, 
This assertion no guess work, but founded 
upon positive facts.’’ 


Minister further thoroughly _discusses 
Entente’s plans for passage through Bel- 
gium, Calais, and England. France doubt- 
ful protectors, Barnardiston’s insinuations 


relative Flushing question, both perfidious 
and naive postulates dressing plan of bat- 
tle against threatening Franco-British in- 
vasion into Belgium in Franco-German 
war. 


GREAT BRITAIN’S DENIAL. 


Statement Issued by British Foreign 
Office, London, Oct. 14. 


The story of an alleged Anglo-Belgian 
agreement of 1906, published in the Ger- 
man press and based on documents said 
to have been found at Brussels is only 
a press edition of a story which has 
been reproduced in various forms and 
denied on several occasions. No such 
agreement has ever existed as Germans 
well know. Gen. Grierson is dead and 
Col., now Gen., Barnardiston is com- 
manding the British forces before 
Tsing-tau. ‘ . 

In 1906 Gen. Grierson was on the 
General Staff at the War Office and 
Col. Barnardiston was military attaché 
at Brussels. In view of the solemn guar- 
antee given by Great Britain to protect 
the neutrality of Belgium against viola- 
tion from any side some academic dis- 
cussions may, through the instrumental- 
ity of Col. Barnardiston, have taken 
place between Gen. Grierson and the 
Belgian military authorities as to what 
assistance the British Army might be 
able to afford te Belgium should one of 
her neighbors violate that neutrality. 
Some notes with reference to the subject 
may exist in the archives at Brussels. 

It should be noted that the date men- 
tioned, namely 1906, was the year follow- 
ing that in which Germany had,as in 1911, 
adopted a threatening attitude toward 
France with regard to Morocco and in 
view of the apprehensions existing of 
an attack on France through Belgium it 
was natural that possible eventualities 
should be discussed. 

The impossibility of Belgium having 
been a party to any agreement of the 
nature indicated or to any design for 
violation of Belgian neutrality is clearly 
shown by reiterated declarations that 
she has made for many years past that 
she would resist to the utmost any viola- 
tion of her neutrality from whatever 
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quarter and in whatever form such vio- 
lation might come. It is worthy of at- 
tention that these charges of aggres- 
sive designs on the part of other pow- 
ers are made by Germany who, since 
1906, has established an elaborate net- 
work of strategical railways leading from 
the Rhine to the Belgian frontier through 
a barren, thinly populated tract, de- 
liberately constructed to permit of the 
sudden attack upon Belgium which was 
carried out two months ago. 


REPLY TO GREAT BRITAIN. 


Statement by Count ven Bernstorff, Ger- 
man Ambassador, Washington, Oct. 15. 


Concerning the Anglo-Belgian military 
agreement existing since 1906, a formal 
denial has been issued by England, which 
proves nothing. The documents are in 
the hands of the German authorities, and 
will be published in full. The facts re- 
main that a so-called “ neutral” country 
concluded a military agreement with 
England, which provided for landing of 
British troops in this “ neutral” country. 
The document proves that by its own free 
will “neutral Belgium” accepted the 
British offer and decided to fight on the 
side of the Allies. 

England instigated Belgium to go to 
war, and when the time came to protect 
the unfortunate little country it was left 
to its own resources. Germany, on the 
other hand, which had heard of Belgium’s 
agreement with England at the beginning 
of this war, offered to protect Belgium 
and to pay full indemnity for all her 
losses. Germany would have religiously 
kept her promise. 

The documents found in Brussels fur- 
ther prove that as far back as 1906 Eng- 
land was systematically trying to bring 
about the coalition which has now forced 
war on Germany. 


GRAY BOOK’S TESTIMONY. 


Statement by E. Havenith, Belgian 
Minister to the United States, 
Washington, Oct. 22. 

The Belgian Legation has just received 
the copies of the “Gray Book.” It is 
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evident from these documents that there 
has never existed any military agree- 
ment between Belgium and England, 
either offensive or defensive, such as the 
German Government asserts to have been 
in existence since 1906. The following 
extracts speak for themselves: 


No. 28—Offer of intervention by England. 
Note handed to Sir Francis H. Villiers, 
British Minister to Belgium, to M. 
Davignon, Minister of Foreign Affairs. 


Brussels, Aug. 4, 1914. 

I am instructed to inform the Belgium 
Government that, if Germany exercises 
pressure for the purpose of compelling 
Belgium to abandon her position of a neu- 
tral country, the Government of his Bri- 
tannic Majesty expects Belgium to resist 
by every possible means. 

The Government of his Britannic Maj- 
esty is ready in that event to join with 
Russia and France, if desired by Bel- 
gium, to offer to the Belgian Government 
at once common action for the purpose 
of resisting the use of foree by Germany 
against Belgium and at the same time to 
offer a guarantee to maintain the inde- 
pendence and integrity of Belgium in the 
future. 


No. 37—Offer of England for an alliance 
for the object of assuring the neutral- 
ity of Belgium against the pressure 
of Germany. 

London, Aug> 4, 1914. ° 

The Minister of Foreign Affairs has in- 
formed the British Ministers in Norway, 
Holland, and Belgium that Great Britain 
expects that these three kingdoms will re- 
sist the pressure of Germany and maintain 
neutrality. They will be supported in 
their resistance by England, who in such 
a case is ready to co-operate with France 
and Russia, if such is the desire of these 
three Governments, in offering an ailli- 
ance to the said Governments to repel the 
employment of force against them by 
Germany and a guarantee for the future 
maintenance of the independence and the 
integrity of the three kingdoms. 

I pointed out that Belgium is neutral in 
perpetuity. The Minister for Foreign Af- 
fairs replied: ‘‘ It is for the event of neu- 
trality being violated.”’ 

(Signed) LALAING, 
Belgium Minister in London. 


No. 40—Belgium appeals to the powers 

after the invasion of Belgium, 

Brussels, Aug. 4, 1914. 

Monsieur le Ministre—The Belgium Gov- 
ernment regrets to have to announce to 
your Excellency that this morning the 
armed forces of Germany penetrated into 
Belgian territory, violating the engage- 
ments which they have undertaken by 
treaty. 
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The Belgian Government are firmly de- 
cided to resist by all means in their power. 

Belgium appeals to Wngland, to France, 
and to Russia to co-operate as guarantors 
in the defense of her territory. 

There should be a concerted and common 
action, having as its object to resist the 
measures of force employed by Germany 
against Belgium and at the same time to 
guarantee the maintenance of the inde- 
pendence and integrity of Belgium for the 
future. 

Belgium is happy to be able to declare 
that she will undertake the defense of the 
fortified places. I am, &c., 

(Signed) DAVIGNON, 

Minister of Foreign Affairs of Belgium. 
Where is to be found the alleged mili- 

tary convention said to have been con- 
cluded in 1906 with England? Where is 
the agreement said to have existed since 
1906 between the Allies to force war on 
Germany? These documents clearly 
prove that such compact never existed. 

The Belgian nation preferred ruin and 
death to the shameful perjury proposed 
to her by Germany. For this reason Ger- 
many has devastated and immersed in 
blood a peaceful little country. Today 
she seeks to rob her of honor, her only 
remaining treasure. 

The official documents, the confes- 
sions of the German statesmen, the ruins 
of Louvain, Malines, Aerschot, Termonde, 
and of so many villages burned and razed 
to the ground, the blood of her children 
unjustly massacred are the testimonies 
which the Belgian people cites before the 
tribunal of public conscience. To this 
tribunal, without fear, the Belgian Nation 
confides the cause of her honor. 


BELGIUM’S ANSWER. 


Transmitted to The London Times and 
Published Oct. 23. 


The Times of Oct. 14 reproduces a long 
article from The North-German Gazette 
commenting on the discovery in the 
archives at Brussels of a map entitled 
“English Intervention in Belgium” and 
of a memorandum to the Belgian Minis- 
ter of War which goes to prove that in 
the month of April, 1906, the Chief of the 
General Staff, on the suggestion of the 
British Military Attaché and with the 
approval of Gen. Grierson, had worked 


out a plan of co-operation between Brit- 
ish expeditionary forces and the Belgian 
Army against Germany in the event of a 
Franco-German war. This agreement is 
assumed to have been preceded in all 
probability by a similar arrangement 
with the Franch General Staff. 


The North-German Gazette also pub- 
lishes certain passages of a report of the 
Belgian Minister at Berlin in December, 
1911, relating to another plan of the 
Belgian General Staff, in which the 
measures to be taken in case of the vio- 
lation of Belgian neutrality by Germany 
are discussed. Baron Greindl pointed 
out that this plan dealt only with the 
precautions to be taken in the event of 
an aggression on the part of Germany, 
while, owing to its geographical situa- 
tion, Belgium might just as well be ex- 
posed to an attack by France and Eng- 
land. The North-German Gazette draws 
from this discovery the strange conclu- 
sion that England intended to drag Bel- 
gium into the war, and at one time con- 
templated the violation of Dutch neutral- 
ity. 

We have only one regret to express on 
the subject of the disclosure of these 
documents, and that is that the publi- 
cation of our military documents should 
be mangled and arranged in such a way 
as to give the reader the impression of 
duplicity on the part of England and 
adhesion by Belgium, in violation of her 
duties as a neutral State, to the policy 
of the Triple Entente. We ask the 
North-German Gazette to publish in full 
the result of its search among our secret 
documents. Therein will be found fresh 
and striking proof of the loyalty, cor- 
rectness, and impartiality with which 
Belgium for 84 years has discharged her 
international obligations. 

It was stated that Col. Barnardis- 
ton, the military representative at Brus- 
sels of a power guaranteeing the neu- 
trality of Belgium, at the time~of the 
Algeciras crisis, questioned the Chief of 
the Belgian General Staff as to the 
measures which he had taken to prevent 
any violation of that neutrality. The 
Chief of the General Staff, at that time 
Lieut. Gen. Ducarne, replied that Bel- 


we. 
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gium was ready to repel any invader. 
Did the conversation extend beyond these 
limits, and did Col. Barnardiston, in 
an interview of a private and confiden- 
tial nature, disclose to Gen. Ducarne 
the plan of campaign which the British 
General Staff would have desired to fol- 
low if that neutrality were violated? 
We doubt it, but in any case we can 
solemnly assert, and it will be impossible 
to prove the contrary, that never has 
the King or his Government been invited, 
either directly or indirectly, to join the 
Triple Entente in the event of a Franco- 
German war. By their words and by 
their acts they have always shown such 
a firm attitude that any supposition that 
they could have departed from the strict- 
est neutrality is eliminated’ a priori. 


As for Baron Greindl’s dispatch of Dec. 
28, 1911, it dealt with a plan for the de- 
fense of Luxembourg, due to the personal 
initiative of the Chief of the First Sec- 
tion of the War Ministry. This plan was 
of an absolutely private character and 
had not been approved by the Minister of 
War. If this plan contemplated above 


all an attack by Germany, there is no 
cause for surprise, since the great Ger- 
man military writers, in particular T. 
Bernhardi, V. Schlivfeboch, and von der 
Goltz, spoke openly in their treatises on 
the coming war of the violation of Bel- 
gian territory by the German armies. 

At the outbreak of hostilities the Im- 
perial Government, through the mouth 
of the Chancellor and of the Secretary 
for Foreign Affairs, did not search for 
vain pretexts for the aggression of which © 
Belgium has been the victim. They jus- 
tified it on the plea of military interests. 
Since then, in face of the universal repro- 
bation which this odious action has ex- 
cited, they have attempted to deceive 
public opinion by representing Belgium 
as bound already before the war to the 
Triple Entente. These intrigues will de- 
ceive nobody. They will recoil on the 
head of Germany. History will record 
that this power, after binding itself by 
treaty to defend the neutrality of Bel- 
gium, took the initiative in violating it, 
without even finding a pretext with whch 
to justify itself. 


WHO BEGAN THE WAR, AND WHY? 
ATROCITIES OF THE WAR 


By Pope Pius X., Kaiser Wilhelm II., President Poincare, and King 
Albert of Belgium. 


Official Message from Pope Pius X. at 
the Vatican, Aug. 2. 


At this moment, when nearly the whole 
of Europe is being dragged into the vor- 
tex of a most terrible war, with its pres- 
ent dangers and miseries and the conse- 
quences to follow, the very thought of 
which must strike every one with grief 
and horror, we whose care is the life and 
welfare of so many citizens and peoples 
cannot but be deeply moved and our 
heart wrung with the bitterest sorrow. 


And in the midst of this universal con- 
fusion and peril we feel and know that 
both Fatherly love and the Apostolic 
ministry demand of us that we should 
with all earnestness turn the thoughts of 
Christendom thither “whence cometh 
help ”’—to Christ, the Prince of Peace, 
and the most powerful mediator between 
God and man. 


We charge, therefore, the Catholics of 
the whole world to approach the throne 
of Grace and Mercy, each and all of them, 
and more especially the clergy, whose 
duty furthermore it will be to make in 
every parish, as their Bishops shall 
direct, public supplication so that the 
merciful God may, as it were, be wearied 
with the prayers of His children and 
speedily remove the evil causes of war, 
giving to them who rule to think the 
thoughts of peace and not of affliction. 

From the palace of the Vatican, the 
second day of August, 1914. 

PIUS X. 
Pontifex Maximus. 


THE. POPE’S DYING WORDS. 


Pronounced by Pius X. at the Vatican, 
Aug. 20. - 

In ancient times the Pope, with a word, 
might have stayed the slaughter. Now 
I am impotent and forced to see the spec- 
tacle of my own children, even those who 
yesterday worked here with me, leaving 
for the war and abandoning their cas- 
socks and cowls for soldiers’ uniforms. 
Yesterday, although belonging to dif- 


ferent nationalities, we were here study- ~ 


ing in sympathetic companionship. Now 
we are in different fields, armed against 
each other and ready to take each other’s 
lives. 


GERMAN KAISER’S PROTEST. 


Addressed to Woodrow Wilson, President 
of the United States, Aug. 7. 


I consider it my duty, Sir, to inform 
you, as the most notable representative 
of the principles of humanity, that after 
the capture of the French fort of 
Longwy my troops found in that place 
thousands of dumdum bullets, which 
had been manufactured in special works 
by the French Government. Such bul- 
lets were found not only on™ French 
killed and wounded soldiers and on 
French prisoners, but also on English 
troops. You know what terrible wounds 
and awful suffering are caused by these 


_ bullets, and that their use is strictly 
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forbidden by the generally recognized 
rules of international warfare. 


I solemnly protest to you against the 
way in which this war is being waged 
by our opponents, whose methods are 
making it one of the most barbarous in 
history. Besides the use of these awful 
weapons, the Belgian Government openly 
incited the civil population to participate 
in the fighting, and has for a long time 
carefully organized their resistance. The 
cruelties practiced in this guerrilla war- 
fare, even by women and priests, toward 


~ wounded soldiers, and doctors and hos- 


pital nurses—physicians were killed and 
lazarets fired on—were such that event- 
ually my Generals were compelled to 
adopt the strongest measures to punish 
the guilty and frighten the bloodthirsty 
population from continuing their shame- 
ful deeds. 

Some villages and even the old town 
of Louvain, with the exception of its 
beautiful town hall, (Hotel de Villé,) 
had to be destroyed for the protection of 
my troops. 

My heart bleeds when I see such 
measures inevitable and when I think 
of the many innocent people who have 
lost their houses and property as a re- 
sult of the misdeeds of the guilty. 

WILHELM I. R. 


' REPLY TO THE KAISER. 


Made by President Wilson at Washing- 
ton, Sept. 16. 

I received your Imperial Majesty’s im- 
portant communication of the 7th and 
have read it with the gravest interest 
and concern. I am honored that you 
should have turned to me for an impartial 
judgment as the representative of a 
people truly disinterested as respects the 
present war and truly desirous of know- 
ing and accepting the truth. 

You will, I am sure, not expect me to 
say more. Presently, I pray God very 
soon, this war will be over. The day of 
accounting will then come, when I take 
it for granted the nations of Europe will 
assemble to determine a _ settlement. 


_ Where wrongs have been committed, 


their consequences and the relative re- 
sponsibility involved will be assessed. 

The nations of the world have for- 
tunately by agreement made a plan for 
such a reckoning and settlement. What 
such a plan cannot compass the opinion 
of mankind, the final arbiter in all such 
matters, will supply. It would be un- 
wise, it would be premature, for a single 
Government, however fortunately sepa- 
rated from the present struggle, it would 
even be inconsistent with the neutral 
position of any nation which, like this, 
has no part in the contest, to form or 
express a final judgment. 

I speak thus frankly because I know 
that you will expect and wish me to do 
so as one friend speaks to another, and 
because I feel sure that such a reserva- 
tion of judgment until the end of the 
war, when all its events and circum- 
stances can be seen in their entirety and 
in their true relations, will commend 
itself to you as a true expression of 
sincere neutrality. 

WOODROW WILSON. 


CHARGE AGAINST GERMANY. 


President Poincare of the French Re- 
public to President Wilson, Sept. 11. 
Mr. President: I am informed that the 

German Government is attempting to 
abuse your Excellency’s good faith by al- 
leging that dumdum bullets are manu- 
factured in French State workshops, and 
are used by our soldiers. The calumny 
is nothing but an audacious attempt to 
reverse the rdles. Germany has since 
the beginning of the war employed dum- 
dum bullets, and has daily committed 
violations of the laws of nations. 

On Aug. 18 and on several occasions 
since then we have had to report crimes 
to your Excellency as well as to the pow- 
ers signatory to the Convention of The 
Hague. Germany, which was aware of 
our protests, is now trying to deceive 
and to make use of pretexts and lies in 
order to indulge in further acts of bar- 
barity in the name of right. Outraged 
civilization sends your Excellency an in- 
dignant protest. 

RAYMOND POINCARE. 
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M. DELCASSE’S NOTE. . 


French Cabinet Minister Addresses the 
Danish Government, Sept. 10. 

The French Government protested on 
Aug. 18 to the Permanent Bureau of The 
Hague Court of Arbitration against the 
use of dumdum bullets by the Germans, 
producing proof obtained by surgeons 
that French soldiers had been killed or 
wounded by these bullets. The German 
General Staff has countered this by 
alleging that it was the French and Eng- 
lish who used the bullets, and the Im- 
perial Chancellor has announced in fiery 
tones that in the presence of the example 
given by the English and French the 
German soldiers would henceforth use 
dumdum bullets; the responsibility for 
this procedure, which he himself de- 
scribes as an act of cruelty and a viola- 
tion of an international convention signed 
by Germany, will rest, he says, upon the 
powers of the Tripie Entente. 

By my Government’s orders I have the 
honor to protest in the most formal man- 
ner to the Danish Government against 
the lying German allegations. French 
soldiers have never used dumdum bullets. 
The French Government has never au- 
thorized, nor will authorize, its troops 
to use such barbarous means of warfare, 
whatever be the infringements of law 
and the cruelties committed by its ad- 
versaries. The “Instructions for French 
Officers in Wartime ” also lay down, and 
will continue to lay down, that they are 
to forbid their men to use bullets at 
variance with the stipulations of the 
Geneva and Hague conventions. 


THE BELGIAN MISSION. 


Officially Explained to President Wilson 
at the White House, Wash- 
ington, Sept. 16. 

His Majesty the King of the Belgians 
has appointed a special envoy for the 
purpose of acquainting the President of 
the United States of America with the 
deplorable state of affairs prevailing in 
Belgium, whose neutrality has been un- 
justly violated, and who since the begin- 


ning of hostilities has been the theatre 
of the worst outrages on the part of the 
invading German Army, in defiance of 
rules solemnized by international treaty 
and customs consecrated by public right 
and law of nations. 

Mr. Henry Carton de Wiart, Minister 
of Justice, has been chosen for this mis- 
sion. He is accompanied by Messrs. de 
Sadeleer, Hymans, and Vandervelde, 
Ministers of State. Count Louis Lich- 
tervelde is attached to the mission as 
Secretary. 


M. DE WIART’S ADDRESS. 


Made to the President at the White 
House, Washington, Sept. 16. 
Excellency: His Majesty the King of 
the Belgians has charged us with a 
special mission to the President of the 
United States. 


Let me say to you how much we feel 
ourselves honored to have been called 
upon to express the sentiments of our 
King and of our whole nation to the 
illustrious statesman whom the Amer- 
ican people have called to the highest 
dignity of the Commonwealth. 

As far as I am concerned, I have al- 
ready been able, during a previous trip, 
to fully appreciate the noble virtues of 
the American Nation, and I am happy to 
take this opportunity to express all the 
admiration with which they inspire me. 

Ever since her independence was first 
established, Belgium has been declared 
neutral in perpetuity. This neutrality, 
guaranteed by the powers, has recently 
been violated by one of them. Had we 
consented to abandon our neutrality for 
the benefit of one of the belligerents, we 
would have betrayed our obligations to- 
ward the others. And it was the sense 
of our international obligations as well 
as that of our dignity and honor that 
has driven us to resistance. ; 

The consequences suffered by the Bel- 
gian Nation were not confined purely to 
the harm occasioned by the forced march 
of an invading army. This army not 
only seized a great portion of our terri- 
tory, but it committed incredible acts of 
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violence, the nature of which is contrary 
to the law of nations. 


Peaceful inhabitants were massacred, 
defenseless women and children were 
outraged, open and undefended towns 
were destroyed, historical and religious 
monuments were reduced to dust, and the 
famous library of the University of 
Louvain was given to the flames. 


Our Government has appointed a judi- 
cial commission to make an official in- 
vestigation, so as to thoroughly and im- 
partially examine the facts and to de- 
termine the responsibility thereof, and 
I will have the honor, Excellency, to hand 
over to you the proceedings of the in- 
quiry. 

In this frightful holocaust which is 
sweeping all over Europe, the United 
States has adopted a neutral attitude. 


And it is for this reason that your 
country, standing apart from either one 
of the belligerents, is in the best position 
to judge, without bias or partiality, the 
conditions under which the war is being 
waged. 


It is at the request, even at the initia- 
tive, of the United States that all civil- 
ized nations have formulated and adopted 
at The Hague a law regulating the laws 
and usage of war. 


We refuse to believe that war has 
abolished the family of civilized powers, 
or the regulations to which they have 
freely consented. 

The American people has always dis- 
played its respect for justice, its search 
for progress, and an instinctive attach- 
ment for the laws of humanity. There- 
fore, it has won a moral influence which 
is recognized by the entire world. It is 
for this reason that Belgium, bound as 
she is to you by ties of commerce and in- 
creasing friendship, turns to the Ameri- 
can people at this time to let it know 
the real truth of the present situation. 
Resolved to continue unflinching defense 
of its sovereignty and independence, it 
deems it a duty to bring to the attention 
of the civilized world the innumerable 
grave breaches of rights of mankind of 
which she has been a victim. 


At the very moment we were leaving 
Belgium, the King recalled to us his trip 
to the United States and the vivid and 
strong impression your powerful and 
virile civilization left upon his mind. 


Our faith in your fairness, our con- 
fidence in your justice, in your spirit of 
generosity and sympathy—all these have 
dictated our present mission. 


PRESIDENT WILSON’S REPLY. 


Addressed to the Royal Belgian Com- 
mission in the White House, 
Washington, Sept. 16. 


Permit me to say with what sincere 
pleasure I receive you as representatives 
of the King of the Belgians, a people for 
whom the people of the United States 
feel so strong a friendship and admira- 
tion, a King for whom they entertain so 
sincere a respect, and express my hope 
that we may have many opportunities of 
earning and deserving their regard. 


You are not mistaken in believing that 
the people of this country love justice, 
seek the true paths of progress, and have 
a passionate regard for the rights of hu- 
manity. 

It is a matter of profound pride to me 
that I am permitted for a time to repre- 
sent such a people and to be their spokes- 
man, and I am proud that your King 
should have turned to me in time of dis- 
tress as to one who would wish on behalf 
of the people he represents to consider 
the claims to the impartial sympathy of 
mankind of a nation which deems itself 
wronged. 

I thank you for the document you have 
put in my hands containing the result of 
an investigation made by a judicial com- 
mittee appointed by the Belgian Govern- 
ment to look into the matter of which 
you have come to speak. It shall have 
my utmost attentive perusal and my most 
thoughtful consideration. ~~ 

You will, I am sure, not expect me to 
say more. Presently, I pray God very 
soon, this war will be over. The day of 
accounting will then come, when, I take 
it for granted, the nations of Europe will 
assemble to determine a_ settlement, 
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Where wrongs have been committed their 
consequences and the relative responsi- 
bility involved will be assessed. 

The nations of the world have, for- 
tunately, by agreement made a plan for 
such a reckoning and settlement. What 
such a plan cannot compass, the opinion 
of mankind, the final arbiter in such mat- 
ters, will supply. It would be unwise, it 
would be premature for a single Govern- 
ment, however fortunately separated 
from the present struggle, it would be 
inconsistent with the neutral position of 
any nation, which, like this, has no part 
- in the contest, to form or express a final 
judgment. 

I need not assure you that this con- 
clusion, in which I instinctively feel that 
you will yourselves concur, is spoken 
frankly because in warm friendship, and 
as the best means of perfect understand- 
ing between us, an understanding based 
upon mutual respect, admiration, and 
cordiality. 

You are most welcome and we are 
greatly honored that you should have 
chosen us as the friends before whom 
you could lay any matter of vital con- 
sequence to yourselves, in the confidence 
that your cause would be understood and 
met in the same spirit in which it was 
conceived and intended. 


OFFICIAL SUMMARY. 


Findings Presented by the Belgian Royal 
Commission to President Wilson 
at Washington, Sept. 16. 


fs 
Acts at Linsmeau and Orsmael. 
Belgium, which wanted peace, has 
been obliged by Germany to resort to 
arms and to oppose a legitimate defense 
to an aggression which nothing can jus- 
tify, and which is contrary to the solemn 
pledges of treaties. 
Belgium is bound in honor to fight 
loyally and to observe all the a laws, 
and customs of war. 


From the beginning of the invasion of 
its territory by German troops, the Bel- 
gian Government had posted each and 


every day, in all the towns, and the 
papers have each day repeatedly printed, 
instructions warning the non-combatant 
civilians not to offer any resistance to 
the troops and soldiers invading the 
country. 


The information on which the German 
Government believes today that it can 
base its contention that the Belgian pop- 
ulation contravenes the law of nations 
and is not worthy of respect is abso- 
lutely unfounded. 


The Government protests most vigor- 
ously against these allegations and 
against the odious threats of retaliation. 
If any deed contrary to the rules of war- 
fare should ultimately be proved, to un- 
derstand such fact it is only necessary to 
realize the well-founded excitement which 
the cruelties of the German soldiers are 
provoking among the Belgian popula- 
tion—a population which is thoroughly 
honest but energetic in the defense of its 
rights and in its respect for humanity. 


If we were to publish a list of these 
atrocities, of which the first ones are 
here recorded, this would indeed be a 
long list. 


Whole regions have been ravaged and 
abominable deeds perpetrated in the 
towns. 

A committee attached to the Depart- 
ment of Justice is drawing up a list of 
these horrors with scrupulous impar- 
tiality. 

As an example, a few facts are here 
published, facts which will depict the 
state of mind and the procedure of cer- 
tain German troops: 


1. German cavalry, occupying the vil- 
lage of Linsmeau, were attacked by some 
Belgian infantry and two gendarmes. 
A German officer was killed by our 
troops during the fight, and subsequently 
buried at the request of the Belgian of- 
ficer in command. None of the civilian 
population took part in the fighting at 
Linsmeau. Nevertheless the village was 
invaded at dusk Aug. 10 by a strong force 
of German cavalry, artillery and machine 
guns. In spite of formal assurances given 
by the Burgomaster that none of the 
peasants had taken part in the previous 
fighting, two farms and six outlying 
houses were destroyed by gun fire and 
burned. All the male population were 
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then compelled to come forward and hand 
over whatever arms they possessed. No 
recently discharged firearms were found. 
‘Nevertheless the invaders divided these 
peasants into three groups. Those in one 
group were bound and eleven of them 
placed in a ditch, where they were after- 
ward found dead, their skulls fractured by 
the butts of German rifles. 


Ye During the night of Aug. 10 Ger- 
man cavalry entered Velm in great num- 
bers; the inhabitants were asleep. The 
Germans without provocation fired on 
Mr. Deglimme-Gever’s house, broke into 
it, destroyed furniture, looted money, 
burned barns, hay, corn stacks, farm im- 
plements, six oxen, and the contents of 
the farm-yard. They carried off Mme. 
Deglimme half-naked to a place two miles 
away. She was then let go and fired 
upon as she fled; without being hit. Her 
husband was carried away in another 
direction and fired upon; he is dying. 
The same troops.sacked and burned the 
house of a railway watchman. 


38. Farmer Jef Dierchx of Neerhespen 
bears witness to the following acts of 
cruelty committed by German cavalry at 
Orsmael and Neerhespen on Aug. 10, 11, 
and 12. An old man of the latter village 
had his arm sliced in three longitudinal 
cuts; he was then hanged head downward 
and burned alive. Young girls have been 
raped and little children outraged at Ors- 
mael, where several inhabitants suffered 
mutilations too horrible to describe. A 
Belgian soldier belonging to a batallion of 
cyclist carbineers, who had ‘been wounded 
and made prisoner, was bound to a itele- 
graph pole on the St. Trond road and 
shot. 


4. On Wednesday, Aug. 12, after an en- 
gagement at Haelen, Commandant Van 
Damme, so severely wounded that he was 
lying on his back, was finally murdered 
by German infantrymen firing their re- 
volvers into his mouth. 

5. On Monday, Aug. 9, at Orsmael the 
Germans picked up Commandant Knappen 
very seriously wounded, propped him 
against a tree and shot him. Finally they 
hacked his corpse with swords. 


6. Numerous soldiers, disarmed and. 


unable to defend themselves, have been 
ill-treated or killed by certain German sol- 
diers. The inquiry brings forth new facts 
of this kind every day. 

7%. In different places, notably at Hel- 
longe-sur-Geer, at Barchon, at Pontisse, 
at Haelen, at Zelk, German troops have 
fired on doctors, nurses, ambulances, and 
ambulance wagons. 

8. At Boncelles a body of German troops 
went into a battle carrying a Belgian 
flag. 

-9. On Thursday, Aug. 6, before a fort 
at Liége, German soldiers continued to 


fire on a party of Belgian soldiers, who 
were unarmed and had been surrounded 
while digging a trench, after these had 
hoisted the white flag. 


10. On Thursday, Aug. 10, at Vootem, 
near the Fort of Loncin, a group of Ger- 
man infantry hoisted the white flag. 
When Belgian soldiers approached to take 
them prisoners the Germans’ suddenly 
opened fire on them at close range. 


II. 
Report on Aerschot. 


ANTWERP, Aug. 28, 1914. 
The commission of inquiry on violation 
of the laws of nations and the laws and 
customs of warfare, after an impartial 
and careful investigation, can make the 
following report of its findings: 


It appears from precise and concurring 
testimony that in the entire region of 
Aerschot the Germans have committed 
veritable atrocities. The majority of the 
population fled in terror. On_ their. 
passage the German troops set fire to 
farms and houses and furniture, shoot- 
ing inoffensive citizens whom they found 
along the road or who were working in 
the field. 

At Hersselt, north of Aerschot, thirty- 
two houses of the village were set on 
fire; the miller and his son, who fled, 
and about twenty-one other persons were 
killed; and all this while no Belgian 
troops were visible. 

The German troops penetrated into 
Aerschot, a town of 8,000 inhabitants, on 
Wednesday, Aug. 19, in the morning. 
No Belgian forces remained behind. No 
sooner did the Germans enter the town 
than they shot five or six inhabitants 
whom they caused to leave their houses. 
In the evening, pretending that a supe- 
rior German officer had been killed on 
the Grand Place by the son of the 
Burgomaster, or, according to another 
version of the story, that a conspiracy 
had been hatched against the superior 
commandant by the Burgomaster and his 
family, the Germans took every man who 
was inside of Aerschot; they led them, 
fifty at a time, some distance from the 
town, grouped them in lines of four men, 
and, making them run ahead of them, 
shot them and killed them afterward 
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with their bayonets. More than forty 
men were found thus massacred. 


hey gave up the town to be pillaged, 
taking from private residences all they 
could take, breaking furniture, and forc- 
ing safes. The following day they lined 
up, three by three, the villagers whom 
they had arrested the day before, taking 
one man out of each line. These they 
led to a-distance of about 100 meters 
from the town, taking with them the 
Burgomaster of the town, Mr. Tielmans, 
and his son, aged 15% years, and his 
brother, and shot them. 


Later on they forced the remaining 
villagers to dig holes to bury their vic- 
tims. 


For three whole days they continued to 
pillage and set fire to everything in sight. 


About 150 inhabitants of Aerschot are 
supposed to have been thus massacred. 

The largest part of the city is totally 
destroyed. Five times the Germans tried 
to set fire to the large church, the interior 
of which has been sacked. The records 
of the town have been carried away. 

The ambulance attendants, although 
wearing the Red Cross badge, were not 
respected. One of them reports that 
German troops fired upon him while he 
was collecting his wounded, and that 
they continued to fire even though he 
displayed his Red Cross armband. More- 
over, during the entire day of the 19th, 
while he was engaged in hospital service, 
he was threatened and ill-used. A Ger- 
man officer, among others, took him by 
the head, thrusting against his forehead 
the butt of a revolver. <A collector, wear- 
ing the insignia of the Red Cross, was 
killed in the Rue de Il’Hospital on the 
evening of Aug. 19 by Germans. 


Deny Any Civilian Attack. 

From all the testimony taken it ap- 
pears that the civil population of Aer- 
schot has in no wise participated in the 
hostilities, that no shot was fired by 
them; that all the witnesses agree in 
pointing out the improbability of the 
German version, according to which the 
Burgomaster’s son, a youth of 15% 
years, and of extremely gentle dis- 
position, is said to have fired upon a su- 


perior German officer during the night 
of Aug. 19. Still more improbable is the 
version of the conspiracy organized by 
the Burgomaster. It is to be remarked 
that if—a thing which is not known—a 
German officer has been hit on the 
Grand Place, it might have happened by 
a stray bullet, German soldiers being en- 
gaged in shooting in the neighboring 
streets in order to frighten the populace. 


Moreover, the Burgomaster, a very 
quiet man, had repeatedly warned his 
fellow-citizens, by means of posters and 
circulars addressed to every inhabitant 
of the town, that in case of invasion 
they were to abstain from any hostility. 
These posters were still in evidence when 
the Germans entered the city, and they 
were shown to them. 


The German troops which were trav- 
ersing localities situated on this side of 
Aerschot indulged in the same horrors. 
They shot fleeing citizens and set fire te 
and sacked private houses, all this with- 
out provocation. é 


At Rotselaer, for instance, they set 
fire to about fifteen houses. A German 
officer, addressing an inhabitant whose 
house was afire, wanted to make him de- 
clare, at the point of a pistol, that the 
fire had been started by the Belgians. 
When this inhabitant protested, claiming 
that the Belgians had left the town the 
previous evening, this officer declared 
that if the Germans had set fire to the 
town it was due probabiy to the fact 
that the civilians had fired at them, a 
fact which is also denied by all the wit- 
nesses. 


There, too, the German troops pillaged 
everything they could lay their hands on 
during their passage. 


Up to this writing the Commission of 
Inquiry has been unable to obtain the 
testimony of inhabitants of Diest and 
Tirlemont, which towns were occupied by 
the Germans on the 18th and 19th of 
August, 1914, and which are cut off from 
communication. 

However, the inhabitants of Schaffen, 
a town near Diest, have stated that the 
same abominations were committed in 
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their locality and in the adjoining com- 
munities, Lummen and Molenstede. The 
whole region has been laid waste. Ger- 
man troops, at an hour’s distance from 
Diest, had begun their work of destruc- 
tion all along the highway from Diest 
to Beeringen. Turning upon Diest they 
set fire to everything they could lay 
hands on—farms, houses, furniture. Ar- 
riving at the village of Schaffen, the 
Germans set fire to the town, mas- 
sacring the few inhabitants who re- 
mained behind, and whom they found in 
their houses or in the streets. 


The witness gives the names and ad- 
dresses of eighteen persons whom he 
knows to have been massacred. 


Among them are: 


The wife of Francois Luyck, 45 years 
old, and her 12-year-old daughter, who 
were discovered in a sewer and shot. 


The daughter of Jean Ouyen, 9 years 
old, who was shot. 


Andre Willem, 23 years old, sexton, 
who was tied to a tree and burned alive. 

Joseph Reynders, forty years old, who 
was killed together with his nephew, a 
lad of ten years. 


Gustave Lodt, forty years old, and 
Jean Marken, also aged forty, probably 
buried alive. 

The witness testifies that he person- 
ally proceeded to exhume these two 
bodies, and that he afterward buried 
them in the town cemetery. 

The village of Rethy, near Turnhout, 
was the object of devastation and shoot- 
ing during the day of Aug. 22 by seven- 
teen cavalrymen who had penetrated into 
the village. A young woman of fifteen 
years was killed by a bullet. 

Still more horrible crimes, if that were 
possible, have been committed by the 
German troops on account of their de- 
feat at the hands of the Belgian Army 
before Malines. The City of Louvain, 
with its artistic and scientific riches, has 
not been spared. 

New reports will be submitted very 
shortly. 

GOOREMAN, President, 
ERNST DE BUNSWYCK, 
Secretary of the Commission. 
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III. 
Destruction of Louvain. 


ANTWERP, Aug. 31, 1914. 
To the Minister of Justice: 


Sir: The Commission of Inquiry begs 
to make the following report on the 
deeds of which the City of Louvain and 
the surrounding localities and the vicin- 
ity of Malines have been the theatre. 


The German Army penetrated into 
Louvain on Wednesday, Aug. 19, after 
having set fire to the towns through 
which it had passed. 


From the moment of their entrance 
into the City of Louvain the Germans 
requisitioned lodgings and victuals for 
their troops. They entered every private 
bank of the city and took over the bank 
balances. German soldiers broke the 
doors of houses abandoned by their in- 
habitants, pillaged them and indulged in 
orgies. 

The German authorities took hostages 
—the Mayor of the city, Senator Vander 
Kelm, the Vice Rector of the Catholic 
University, the Dean of the city; magis- 
trates and Aldermen were also detained. 
All arms, down to fencing foils, had 
been handed over to the town adminis- 
tration and deposited by the said author- 
ities in the Church of St. Peter. 


In a neighboring village, Corbeek-Loo, 
a young matron, 22 years old, whose 
husband was in the army, was surprised 
on Wednesday, Aug. 19, with several of 
her relatives, by a band of German sol- 
diers. The persons who accompanied 
her were locked in an abandoned house, 
while she was taken into another house, 
where she was successively attacked by 
five soldiers. 

In the same village, on Thursday, Aug. 
20, German soldiers were searching a 
house where a young girl of 16 years 
lived with her parents. They carried 
her into an abandoned house, and while 
some of them kept the father and mother 
off, others went into the house, the cel- 
lar of which was open, and forced the 
young woman to drink. Afterward they 
carried her out on the lawn in front of 
the house and attacked her successively. 
She continued to resist, and they pierced 
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her breast with their bayonets. Having 
been abandoned by the soldiers after 
these abominable attacks, the girl was 
carried off by her parents, and the fol- 
lowing day, owing to the gravity of her 
condition, she was administered the last 
rites of the Church by the priest of the 
parish and carried to the hospital at 
Louvain. At that time her life was in 
danger. 

On Aug. 24 and 25 Belgian troops, 
leaving the intrenched camp in Antwerp, 
attacked the German Army which was 
outside of Malines. 

The German troops were driven back 
as far as Louvain and Vilvorde. 

Penetrating the towns which had been 


occupied by the enemy, the Belgian Army. 


found the whole country devastated. The 
Germans, while retiring, had ravaged 
and set fire to the villages, taking with 
them all the male inhabitants, driving 
them before them. 


Old Woman Killed by Bayonets. 


Upon entering Hofstade, on Aug. 25, 
the Belgian soldiers found there the 
corpse of an old woman who had been 
killed by bayonet thrusts; she still held 
in her hands the needle with which she 
was sewing when she was attacked; one 
mother and. her son, aged about 15 or 
16 years, lay there, pierced with bayonet 
wounds; one man was found hanging. 


In Sempst, a neighboring village, were 
found the corpses of two men partially 
burned. One of them was found with his 
legs cut off at the knees, the other was 
minus his arms and legs. A workman 
(whose charred body several witnesses 
have seen) had been pierced with 
bayonets, and afterward, while still liv- 
ing, the Germans soaked him with 
petroleum and locked him in a house, 
which they set on fire. An old man and 
his son had been killed by bullets; a 
woman coming out of her house had been 
stricken down in the same manner. 


A witness whose declaration has been 
received by Edward Hertslet, son of Sir 
Cecil Hertslet, Corfsul General of Great 
‘Britain in Antwerp, testifies to have 
seen not far from Malines on Aug. 26 


(that is, during the last attack of the 
Belgian troops) an old man attached by 
the arms to a beam of a barn. The body 
was completely burned; the head, the 
arms, and the feet were intact. Further 
on was a body all over stabbed with 
bayonet thrusts. Numerous corpses of 
peasants were found in positions of 
supplication, arms lifted and hands 
folded in prayer. The Belgian Consul to 
Unganda, who had entered the Belgian 
Army as a volunteer, reports that every- 
where the Germans had passed through 
the country was devastated. The few 
inhabitants who remained in the villages 
told of horrors committed by the enemy. 
Thus in Wacherzeel seven Germans are 
said to have consecutively attacked a 
woman, afterward killing her. In the 
same village they had stripped a young 
boy, threatening him with death by point- 
ing a revolver at his breast, piercing him 
with their lances, and chasing him into 
the open fields and shooting after him, 
without, however, hitting him. 


Everywhere there was ruin and dev- 
astation. At Bulcken numerous inhab- 
itants, including the priest, a man more 
than 80 years old, were killed. 


Between Impde and Wolverthem two 
wouded Belgian soldiers were lying near 
a house which was burning. The Ger- 
mans threw these two unfortunate men 
into the raging fire. 

The German troops repulsed by our 
soldiers entered Louvain in full panic. 
Various witnesses assure us that at that 
moment the German garrison occupying 
Louvain was advised erroneously that 
the enemy was entering the town. Im- 
mediately the German garrison withdrew 
toward the station, where it met with 
the German troops that had been re- 
pulsed and pursued by the Belgian troops. 
Everything seems to indicate that a col- 
lision took place between the two Ger- 
man regiments. From that moment, 
under pretext that the Louvain civilians 
had fired upon them, (a fact which is 
contradicted by all witnesses, and which 
would hardly have been possible inas- 
much as all the inhabitants of Louvain, 
for several days past, had been obliged 
to hand their arms over to the local 
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authorities, the German soldiers began 
to bombard the city. Moreover, not one 
of the witnesses has seen the body of a 
single civilian at the place where the 
affray happened. The bombarding lasted 
until 10 o’clock at night. Afterward the 
Germans set fire to the city. 


Burning of the Town. 


The houses which had not taken fire 
were entered by German soldiers, who 
threw fire grenades, which seem to have 
been provided for the occasion. The 
largest part of the City of Louvain, es- 
pecially the quarters of the Ville Haute, 
comprising the modern houses, the Ca- 
thedral of St. Peter, the University 
Halls, with the whole library of the uni- 
versity, its manuscripts, its collections, 
the largest part of the scientific insti- 
tutions, and the town theatres, were at 
the moment being consumed by flames. 


The commission deems it necessary, in 
the midst of these horrors, to insist on 
the crime of lése humanity which*the 
deliberate annihilation of an academic 
library—a library which was one of the 
treasures of our time—constitutes. 


Numerous corpses of civilians covered 
the street and squares. On the route 
from Louvain to Tirlemont alone one wit- 
ness testifies having seen more than fifty 
of them. On the threshholds of houses 
were found burned corpses of people 
who, surprised in their cellars by the fire, 
had tried to escape and fell into the heap 
of live embers. The suburbs of Louvain 
have been completely annihilated. 


A group of seventy-five persons, 
among whom were several notables of 
the city, such as Father Coloboet and a 
Spanish priest, and also an American 
priest, were conducted during the morn- 
ing of Wednesday, Aug. 26, to the square 
in front of the station. The men were 
brutally separated from their wives and 
children, and after having received- the 
most abominable treatment, and after 
repeated threats of being shot, they were 
driven in front of the German troops as 
far as the village of Campenhout. They 
were locked in the church during the 
night. The following day at 4 o’clock a 
German officer came to inform them 


that they might all confess themselves, 
and that they would be shot half an hour 
later. But at 4:30 o’clock they were 
allowed to go, and shortly afterward 
they were again arrested by a German 
brigade, which forced them to march in 
front of them to Malines. Answering a 
question on the part of one of the 
prisoners, a German officer told them 
that they were going to taste some of 
the Belgian grapeshot before Antwerp. 
At last they were liberated on Thursday 
afternoon at the entrance of Malines. 


Further testimony shows that several 
thousand male inhabitants of Louvain 
who had escaped the shooting and burn- 
ing were sent toward Germany. We 
do not at this writing know for what 
purpose. 

The fire continued for several days. 
An eye-witness, who on Aug. 380 left 
Louvain, describes the state of the city 
as follows: “From Weert St. Georges,” 
he says, “I have seen nothing except 
burned towns and crazed villagers lift- 
ing to each comer their arms as a mark 
of submission. From each house was 
hanging a white flag, even from those 
that had been set on fire, and rags of 
them were found hanging from the ruins. 

“ At Weert St. Georges I inquired from 
the inhabitants the cause of the German 
reprisals. They all assured me that ab- 
solutely. none of the inhabitants had 
fired; that all arms had been previously 
given up, and that the Germans had 
taken vengeance on the population be- 
cause a Belgian soldier of the Gendarme 
Corps had killed a Uhlan. 


“The population which remained in 


- Louvain took refuge in the suburb of 


Heverle, where they are all piled up, the 
population having been driven from the 
town by the troops and by the fire. 
“The fire in Louvain began a little 
above the American College, and the 
city is entirely destroyed, with the ex- 
ception of the Town Hall (Hotel de Ville) 
and the depot. Today the fire continued, 
and the Germans—far from trying to 
stop it—seem rather to maintain it by 
throwing straw into the fire, as I have 


_myself seen in the streets behind the 


Hétel de Ville. The cathedral and the 
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theatres have been destroyed and have 
fallen in, also the library. The town 
resembles an old city in ruins, in the 
midst of which drunken soldiers are cir- 
culating, carrying bottles of wine and 
liquor; the officers themselves being in- 
stalled in armchairs, sitting around 
tables and drinking like their own men. 


“In the streets dead horses are de- 
caying, horses which are already inflated, 
and the smell of the fire and of the de- 
caying animals is such that it has fol- 
lowed me for a long time.” 


The commission up to this writing has 
been unable to obtain any information 
regarding the fate of the Burgomaster 
of Louvain, nor regarding the prominent 
persons taken for hostages. 


Conclusions of the Commission. 


By facts which have thus far been 
brought to its attention, the commission 
reaches the following conclusions: 


In this war, German occupation of ter- 
ritory is systematically followed by (and 
is at times preceded by and accompanied 
by) acts of violence against the civil 
population, which acts of violence are 
contrary to the conventional laws of war 
and to the most elementary principles of 
humanity. 


The procedure of the Germans is every- 
where the same. They advance along 
the roads, shooting inoffensive passers- 
by, particularly cyclists and even peas- 
ants occupied in the fields which the Ger- 
mans traverse. 


In the towns and villages where they 
stop, the Germans first of all requisition 
victuals and drinks which they consume 
to the point of drunkenness; then they 
begin to shoot wildly, sometimes from 
the interior of empty houses, declaring 
that the inhabitants have fired the shots. 
It is then that the firing scenes begin, 
and murder and especially pillage accom- 
panied by acts of cold cruelty set in, 
acts which respect neither sex nor 
age. Even where they claim to know 
the perpetrator of the deeds which they 
allege, they do not content themselves 
with executing the culprits summarily, 


but take advantage of the occasions to 
decimate the population, to pillage all the 
inhabitants, and to set fire to them. 


After a first massacre, somewhat at 
random, they shut the men into the 
church of the town and order all women 
to go back to the houses and leave the 
doors open during the night. i 


In several localities the civil popula- 
tion has been sent to Germany, to be 
compelled there, it appears, to labor in 
the fields, as was done in the slave days 
of olden times. Numerous cases are 
known where the inhabitants were forced 
to serve as guides and to make trenches 
for the Germans. Numerous depositions 
reveal that in their march, and even in 
their attacks, the Germans put before 
them civilians, men and women, in order 
to prevent our soldiers from firing. 
Other testimony proves that German de- 
tachments do not hesitate to fly either a 
white flag or a Red Cross flag, so as to 
approach our troops without being sus- 
pected. On the other hand they fire on 
our ambulances and ill-treat our am- 
bulance nurses. They ill-treat and even 
kill our wounded. Clergymen seem to 
be particularly the object of their at- 
tacks. Last, but not least, we have in 
our possession explosive bullets left be- 
hind them by the enemy at Wechter, and 
we are also in receipt of medical cer- 
tificates testifying that the wounds must 
have been inflicted by bullets of the 
variety mentioned above. 

Documents and testimonials in support 
of these facts will be published. 

(Signed) 

GOOREMAN, President. 
COUNT GOBLET D’ALVIELLA, 
ERNST DE BUNSWYCK, 
ORTS, 
Secretaries. 


FURTHER REPORTS. 


Cabled to Royal Commission at Wash- 
ington from Belgian Foreign Office. 
Cablegram Received Sept. 8. 

You have received the reports of the 
commission of Aug. 25 and 31. Since 


a 


ss 
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then a great many localities, situated 


_ in the Vilvorde-Malines-Louvain triangle, 


an extremely fertile and densely popu- 
lated district, have been partially pil- 
laged and totally destroyed by fire. Their 
inhabitants have fled, while a number 
of them, among others women and chil- 
dren, were arrested and shot without 
trial, and without apparent reason, ex- 
cept to inspire the population with terror. 
This was done in Sempst, Weerde, Elewyt, 
Hofstade, Wespelaer, Wilsele, Bucken, 
Eppeghem, Houtehm, Tremeloo, Tistelt, 
Gelrode, Herent. At Wavre, where the 
population was unable to pay a levy of 
3,000,000 francs, fifty-six houses were set 
on fire. The largest part of Cortenberg 
is burned. To excuse these attacks the 
Germans allege that an army of civilians 
resisted them. According to trustworthy 
testimony, no provocation can be proved 
at Vise, Aerschot, Louvain, Wavre, and 
in other localities situated in the Ma- 
lines-Louvain-Vilvorde district, where 
fire was ‘set and massacres committed 
several days after the German occupa- 
tion. 


Cablegram Received Sept. 15. 


Inform the Belgian Commission that 
the Belgian Committee on Inquiry con- 
tinues to report ruins and devastations 
and pillage, systematically organized by 
German troops in the towns invested by 
them. The City of Termonde was de- 
stroyed without any hostile participation 
on the part of the civilian population. 


Out of 1,400 houses, only 295 remain 


standing, others were destroyed by fire 
and razed from the ground, after the 
Germans entered the city. Several civil- 
jans were imprisoned and executed with 
bayonets in the presence of their rela- 
tives and fellow-citizens. In Melle nine 
civilians were killed and forty-five prop- 
erties destroyed, without any reason. 


The re-occupation of Aerschot by the 
Belgian Army reveals disastrous deeds. 
Dwellings, which were not destroyed by 
fire were completely sacked and pillaged 
on Sept. 6 before the return of the Bel- 
gian troops. Four hundred civilians, 
among them thirty clergymen, were 
locked since Aug. 30 in the church with- 


out food, carried off, and sent to destina- 
tions unknown. Localities in the neigh- 
borhood are completely destroyed, and 
everywhere along the road are corpses. 
Women and young girls were outraged. 
Systematic pillage. 


A SUPPLEMENT. 


Published by Belgian Commission of In- 
quiry on Sept. 10 to Complete 
Its Report of Aug. 31. 


Of the two reports, dated August 28 
and 31, which the Commission has had 
the honor of addressing to you, the 
former recounted more particularly the 
events which occurred at Aerschot and 
in the neighboring district, while the 
latter dealt with the destruction of the 
town of Louvain by the German troops. 
In order to complete its report of Aug. 
31, the Commission thinks it its duty 
to record that after the burning of Lou- 
vain the houses which remained stand- 
ing, the inhabitants of which had been 
forced to flee, were pillaged under the . 
eyes of German officers. On Sept. 2 the 
Germans were seen seeting fire to four 
houses. 


The “Chastisement” of Louvain. 


Another fact which emphasizes the 
ruthless character of the treatment to 
which the peaceable population of Lou- 
vain was subjected has also been estab- 
lished. On Aug. 28 a crowd of 6,000 
to 8,000 persons, men, women and chil- 
dren, of every age and condition, was 
conducted under the escort of a detach- 
ment of the 162nd Regiment of German 
infantry to the riding school of the 
town, where they spent the whole night. 
The place of confinement was so small 
in proportion to the number of the oc- 
cupants that all had to remain standing, 
and so great were their sufferings that 
in the course of this tragic night several 
women lost their reason and children of 
tender years died in their mothers’ arms. 


A communiqué from the German Great 
General Staff, the text of which is pub- 
lished in the Cologne Gazette of Aug. 29, 
declares that the “ chastisement ” inflict- 
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ed upon Louvain was justified by the fact 
that a battalion of Landwehr, which had 
been left unsupported in the town in order 
to guard the ¢éommunications, had been 
attacked by the civil population, which 
was under the impression that the main 
German Army had definitely retired. The 
same journal has published a narrative 
purporting to come from a person who 
was a witness of the occurrence. 


The inquiry has established that this 
statement must be considered false. It 
is, in fact, ascertained that the people of 
Louvain, who, moreover, had been dis- 
armed by the Communal Authority, did 
not provoke the Germans by any act of 
hostility. 

The commission has resumed the in- 
quiry begun at Brussels on the subject 
of the occurrences at Visé. 

This place was the first Belgian town 
destroyed in pursuance of the system ap- 
plied subsequently by the invader to so 
many other of our cities and villages. It 
is for this reason that we have been care- 
ful to determine what truth there is in 
_ the German version according to which 
the civilian population of Visé took part 
in the defense of the town or rose against 
the Germans after the town had been oc- 
cupied. 

Several witnesses now at Antwerp 
have been heard, notably soldiers belong- 
ing to the detachment which disputed 
with the Germans the passage of the 
Meuse, north of Liége, and a lady of Ger- 
man nationality, who belongs to the re- 
ligious community of the Sisters of Notre 
_ Dame at Visé. 

Innocent Vise. 


The result is to prove that the in- 
habitants took no part whatever in the 
fighting which took place on Aug. 4 at 
the ford of Lixhe and at Visé itself. 


Moreover, it was only in the night of 
Aug. 15-16 that the destruetion of the 
town began, the signal being given by 
several shots fired on the evening of the 
15th. The Germans asserted that the 
inhabitants had fired upon them, par- 
‘ticularly from a house the owner of 
which gave evidence before the commis- 
sion. : 


The Germans discovered no arms in 
this house, any more than they did in 
neighboring buildings, which, neverthe- 
less, were burned after being pillaged, 
and the male occupants of which were 
earried off to Germany. 


The evidence has brought to light the 
improbability of any rising among a dis- 
armed population against a numerous 
German garrison at a time when the 
last Belgian troops had for eleven days 
evacuated the district, and the witnesses 
have declared that the first shots were 
fired by intoxicated German infantry 
soldiers at their own officers. This fact 
appears not to be exceptional. It is, in- 
deed, notorious that at Maestricht, either 
by mistake or in consequence of a 
mutiny, Germans about this same time 
killed one another during the night at a 
‘cavalry camp which they had established 
at Mesch, close to the Dutch frontier 
in Limbourg. 

It is confirmed that the town of Visé 
was entirely burned, with the exception, 
it appears, of a religious establishment 
which seems to have been respected, and 
that several citizens, both of the town 
and of the village of Canne, were shot. 


A Deliberate System. 


A large number of places situated in 
the triangle between Vilvorde, Malines, 
and Louvain—that is to say, in one of 
the most populous and, a few days ago, 
one of the most prosperous regions in 
Belgium—have been given over to plun- 
der, partially or entirely destroyed by 
fire, their population dispersed, while 
the inhabitants were indiscriminately ar- 
rested and shot without trial and with- 
out apparent reason, the sole object be- 
ing, it seems, to inspire terror and to 
compel the migration of the population. 


This was notably the case in the com- 
munes or hamlets of Sempst, Weerde, 
Elewyt, Holstade, Wespelaer, Wilsele, 
Bueken, Eppeghem, Wackerzeele,. Rotse- 
laer, Werchter, Thildonck, Boortmeer- 
beek, Houthem, Tremeloo. In this last 
village only the church and the pres- 
bytery remained standing. On the few 
houses which have been spared may be 
seen the following inscriptions: “ Nicht 
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abbrennen,” (do not burn,) “ Bitte 
schonen,” (please spare,) “Gute leute, 
nicht plundren,” (good people, do not 
plunder.) These houses, however, were 


‘sacked afterward. 


In all these villages the women who 
have been unable to escape are exposed 
to the brutal instincts of the German sol- 
diers. 


The district immediately adjoins that 
of Aerschot, the devastation of which 
was described in an earlier report. It 
extends at present to the northwest of 
Brussels, where the important towns of 
Grimberghen and Wolverthem have been 
sacked, while southeast of the capital, 
more than twenty-five kilometers from 
the scene of military operations, the 
town of Wavre, which was unable. to 
furnish the exorbitant war levy of 3,000,- 
000 francs (£120,000) imposed by the 
General Staff of the enemy, has seen 
fifty-six of its houses destroyed by fire. 


We must also record that on Sept. 4 
and 5 bombs were hurled from an aero- 
plane upon Ghent and Escloo, which are 
open and undefended towns. 


Finally, you are aware, M. le Ministre, 
that the town of Malines, after it had 
been completely evacuated by Belgian 
troops on Aug. 27, was subjected for 
several days to a bombardment which 
has seriously damaged the cathedral 
church of St. Rombaut, the pride of ‘this 
ancient city. The town of Heyst-opden- 
Berg was also bombarded without mercy, 
though there was no strategic interest to 
warrant such an act. 


The Plea of Armed Resistance. 


The Germans, in order to excuse their 
violence, declare that, wherever they have 
shot civilians or burned and pillaged 
towns and villages, armed resistance has 
been offered by the inhabitants. While 
there may possibly have been isolated 
instances of this kind, that is nothing 
more than occurs in all wars, and if they 
had confined themselves to executing the 
guilty persons we could only have 
bowed before the rigor of military law. 
But in no case could individual and ab- 
solutely exceptional acts of aggression 


justify the wholesale measures of repres- 
sion which have been adopted against 
the persons and the property of the 
inhabitants of our towns and villages— 
the shooting, the burning, the pillaging 
which has proceeded pretty well every- 
where in our country, not only by way 
of reprisals but with a refinement of 
cruelty. Moreover, no provocation has 
been proved at Visé, Marsage, Louvain, 
Wavre, Termonde, and other places 
which have been entirely and deliberately 
destroyed severa! days after being oc- 
cupied, not to mention the systematic 
burning of isolated buildings situated in 
the line of march of the troops, and the 
shooting of the unfortunate inhabitants 
who fled. 


The Germans have asserted in their 
newspapers that the Belgian Government 
distributed to the civil population arms 
which were to be used against the in- 
vaders. They add that the Catholic 
clergy. preached a sort of holy war and 
incited’ their flock everywhere to mas- 
sacre the Germans. Finally, they have 
declared, in order to justify the mas- 
sacres of women, that women showed 
themselves as ferocious as the men, and 
went so far as to pour boiling oil from 
their windows upon the troops on the 
march. 


A Tissue of Falsehoods. 


All these allegations are 30 many false- 
hoods. Far from having distributed 
arms, the authorities everywhere on the 
approach of the enemy disarmed the in- 
habitants. The Burgomasters every- 
where warned the townspeople against 
acts of violence, which would involve re- 
prisals. The clergy have unceasingly 
preached calm to their flock. As for the 
women, if we except a story in a foreign 
newspaper, the source of which is sus- 
pected, everything shows that their only 
anxiety was to escape the horrors of 1a 
ruthless war. 


The true motives for the atrocities the 
moving evidence of which we have gath- 
ered can only be, on the one hand, the 
desire to terrorize and demoralize the 
people in accordance with the inhuman 
theories of German military writers, and, 
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on the other hand, the desire for plun- 
der. A shot fired, no one knows where, 
or by whom, or against whom, by a 
drunken soldier, or an excited sentry, is 
enough to furnish a pretext for the sack 
of a whole city. Individual plunder is 
succeeded by war levies of a magnitude 
which it is impossible to satisfy and by 
the taking of hostages who will be shot 
or kept in confinement until payment of 
the ransom in full, according to the well- 
known procedure of classic brigandage. 
It must also be stated that in order to 
establish the German case all resistance 
offered by detachments of the regular 
army is laid to the account of the civilian 
population, and that the invader in- 
variably avenges himself upon the 
civilians for the checks or even the dis- 
appointments which he suffers in the 
course of the campaign. 


In the course of this inquiry we use 
only facts suported by trustworthy evi- 
dence. It should be noted that up to the 
present we have been able to record only 
a small part of the crimes committed 
against law, humanity, and civilization, 
which will constitute one of the most 
sinister and most revolting pages in con- 
temporary history. If an international 
inquiry, like that which was conducted 
in the Balkans by the Carnegie Commis- 
sion, could be conducted in our country, 
we are convinced that it would establish 
the truth of our assertions. 


[Signed by M. Gooreman, Minister 
of State, President.] 


“NOT A WORD OF TRUTH.” 


Denial of Belgian Charges by Count von 
Bernstorff, German Ambassador 
at Washington, Sept. 17. 


All that I care to say about the Bel- 
gian charges is that I have officially in- 
formed the State Department in Wash- 
ington that there is not one word of 
truth in the statements made to the Pres- 
ident yesterday by the Belgian Commis- 
sion. 


GERMANY’S VERSIONS. 


Official Dispatch from Berlin to German 
Embassy at Washington, Aug. 29. 
In consequence of a sudden attack of 

Belgian troops from Antwerp the Ger- 

man garrison at Louvain meets the en- 

emy, leaving only one battalion of the 
last reserve and army service corps in 

Louvain. Thinking that this meant the 

retreat of the German troops, priests at 

Louvain gave arms and ammunition 

to the civilians, who began, at dif- 

ferent places, suddenly to shoot out of 
windows at unsuspecting German troops, 
of whom many were wounded. A fight 
of twenty-five hours between German sol- 
diers and the civil population of Louvain 
took place. Parts of Louvain were burn- 
ing. Civilians met with arms are killed. 

The manifesto of the Chief General 

speaks of bestial cruelties committed on 

wounded and makes the magistrates re- 
sponsible for the provocation and for pro- 
viding people with arms. 


The German Army protests against the 
news spread out by enemies about the 
cruelty of German warfare. The Ger- 
man troops had to take severe measures 
sometimes when provoked, the popula- 
tion making treacherous attacks upon 
them and bestial atrocities against the 
wounded. The responsibility for the re- 
course of warfare falls entirely upon the 
authorities of the occupied territories 
who gave arms to the civil population 
and stirred them up to take part in the 
war wherever the population was not 
hostile. The German troops never did harm 
people or property. The German soldier 
is not an incendiary nor pillager. He 
only fights against a hostile army. The 
news published in foreign papers about 
the Germans chasing the population 
means the characterizing immorality of - 
the authors. 


_ ~ 


Official Communication of the German 
General ‘Staff. 
BERLIN, Aug. 80, 1914. 
The City of Loewen (Louvain) had 
surrendered and was given over to us 
by the Belgian authorities. On Monday, 
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Aug. 24, some of our troops were shipped 
there and intercourse with the inhabi- 
tants was developing in a quite friendly 
manner. 


On Tuesday afternoon, Aug. 25, our 
troops, hearing about an imminent Bel- 
gian sortie from Antwerp, left in that 
direction, the Commanding General ahead 
in a motor car, leaving behind only a 
‘Colonel with soldiers to protect railroad, 
(landsturm battalion “ neuss.”) 


As the rest of the Commanding Gen- 

eral’s staff, with the horses, was going 
to follow, and collected on the market 
place, suddenly rifle fire opened from all 
the surrounding houses, all the horses 
being killed and five officers wounded, 
one of them seriously. 
_ Simultaneously fire opened at about 
ten different places in town, also on some 
of our troops, just arrived and waiting on 
the square in front of the station, and 
on incoming military trains. A designed 
co-operation with the Belgian sortie from 
Antwerp established beyond doubt. Two 
priests caught in handing out ammuni- 
tion to the people were shot at once in 
front of the station. 

Street fights lasted till Wednesday, 
the 26th, in the afternoon, (twenty-four 
hours,) when stronger forces, arrived in 
the meantime, succeeded in getting the 
upper hand. Town and northern suburbs 
were burning at different places and by 
this time have probably burned down 
altogether. 

On the part of the Belgian Government 
a general rising of the population against 
the enemy had been organized for a long 
time; depots of arms were found where 
to each gun was attached the name of the 
citizen to be armed. 


A spontaneous rising of the people has © 


been recognized, at the request of the 
smaller States at The Hague Conference, 
as being within the law of nations as 
far as weapens are carried openly and 
the laws of civilized warfare are being 
observed; but such rising was only ad- 
mitted in order to fight the attacking. 
In the case of Loewen the town had 
already surrendered and the population 
renounced, without any resistance, the 


town being occupied by our troops. 
Nevertheless the population attacked on 
all sides and with a murderous fire the 
occupying forces and newly arriving 
troops, which came in trains and auto- 
mobiles, considering the hitherto peace- 
ful attitude of the population. 


Therefore there can be no question of 
means of defense allowed by the law of 
nations, neither of a warlike guet-apens, 
(ambush,) but only of a treacherous at- 
tempt of the civil population all along 
the line, and all the more to be con- 
demned as it was apparently planned 
long beforehand with simultaneous at- 
tack from Antwerp, as arms were not 
carried openly, as women and young 
girls took part in the fight and blinded 
our wounded, sticking their eyes out. 

The barbarous attitude of the Belgian 
population in all parts occupied by our 
troops has not only justified our severest 
measures, but forced them on us for the 
sake of self-preservation. The intensity 
of the resistance of the population is 
shown by the fact that in Loewen 
twenty-four hours were needed to break 


_ down their attack. 


We ourselves regret deeply that dur- 
ing these fights the town of Loewen has 
been destroyed to a great extent. Need- 
less to say that these consequences are 
not intentional on our part, but cannot 
be avoided in this infamous franc-tireur 
war being led against us. 

Whoever knows the good-natured 
character of our troops cannot seriously 
pretend that they are inclined to needless 
or frivolous destruction. ~ 

The entire responsibility for these 
events rests with the Belgian Govern- 
ment, who with criminal frivolity have 
given to the Belgian people instructions 
contrary to law of nations and incited 
the resistance, and who, in spite of our 
repeated warnings, even after the fall 
of Luettich, (Liége,) have done nothing 
to induce them to a peaceful attitude. 


Official German Statement Published in 
Berlin, Sept. 7. 

Belgium is officially spreading false 

representations about the occurrences 
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through which the City of Louvain was 
made to suffer. It is ciaimed that Ger- 
man troops, having been repulsed by 
Belgians making a sortie from from Ant- 
werp, were fired upon by mistake by the 
German garrison of Louvain and that in 
this way fighting occurred there. But 
events prove incontestably that the Ger- 
mans repulsed the Belgian sortie. 


During this battle before Antwerp an 
undoubtedly organized attack was made 
upon the German troops at many places 
in Louvain, after apparently friendly 
relations between the Germans and the 
citizens of the town had seemed for 
twenty-four hours to be beginning. The 
attack was at first against a Landwehr 
battalion composed of older men of quiet 
disposition and themselves mostly fathers 
of families; also against sections of the 
General Staff that had remained in the 
city, and upon moving columns of troops. 
The Germans had many wounded and 
killed. They won the upper, hand, how- 
ever, owing to the arrival of fresh troops 
by rail, who were fired upon at the 
station. The truth of the foregoing 
statements is established beyond all 
cavil. 
further attempts to extinguish the fire 
were unsuccessful. 


LOUVAIN’S ART TREASURES. 


Official Report by Superior Confidential 
Councilor von Falke After In- 
spection of Louvain, Sept. 17. 


The ancient Tuchhalle, which was 
used for university and library purposes, 
was completely destroyed by fire, with 
the exception of the front and rear 
facades in Gothic and Renaissance style. 
The library, with its very valuable treas- 
ures of manuscripts and books, was there- 
fore a total loss. Officials of the library 
who might have called attention to the 
saving of the imperiled treasures were 
not present when the adjoining houses 
on both sides of the hall caught fire, 
and no hope exists that any of the books 
or manuscripts, or even parts thereof, 
might be found in the ruins. 


Apart from this—by far the worst 


The City Hall was saved, but - 


damage—and the partial destruction by 
fire of the Cathedral of St. Peter no 
other losses of extraordinary importance 
took place at Louvain. 


The Rathaus, or City Hall, in late 
Gothic style, under reconstruction for 
several years and on which work has 
not been finished yet, was saved, thanks 
to the orders of the commander, Major 
von Manteuffel, who ordered that the 
burning houses on the right side of the 
City Hall be leveled to the ground. The 
military removed from a cellar of the 
City Hall a quantity of ammunition 
which threatened to explode through ex- 
treme heat of the fire. Four soldiers 
were severely injured thereby. The 
Rathaus, thanks to the precautions 
taken by the German military, and in 
spite of its nearness to the conflagra- 
tion, was not damaged in the interior, 
nor did its rich outer architecture suf- 
fer any at all. 


The roof of the Cathedral of St. 
Peter, which was set afire by sparks 
from adjoining buildings, was very con- 
siderably damaged, however only to such 
an extent as to allow its restoration to 
the original condition. The roof frame 
is burned to the beginning of the curve of 
the dome. The inner ceiling has pre- 
vented the fire from spreading to the 
inner part of the church, containing rich 
art treasures. Above the choir, how- 
ever, the inner ceiling gave way, thereby 
partially damaging the upper part of the 
rococo altar of stone which was with- 
out any particular artistic value. _ 


The small sacrament house stand- 
ing next to the altar—a very fine and 
rich stonework of late Gothic style by 
the builder of the City Hall, M. de Lay- 
ens—has been slightly damaged by the 
collapse of the ceiling, which chipped off 
the upper phiales. These broken pieces — 
have been collected without any substan- 
tial loss and can easily be replaced. The 
damage to the sacrament house can 
therefore be replaced. Close to the main 
portal of the cathedral, following the 
fire in the bell tower, the falling bells 
pierced the roof. Near the entrance in 
the southerly part of the church at the 
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right side the fire did some damage to 
the walls and the stone balustrades in 
the side chapel. Notable art treasures 
have, however, not been damaged. Only 
the ventilator in the main portal, a 
beautiful Renaissance carving, (of wood,) 
was burned. An ancient glass painting of 
the seventeenth century remained un- 
damaged. 

The left side chapel to the north of 
the entrance, with its Gothic bronze bap- 
tismal and the iron arm in Gothic style, 
(the cover being missing for many 
years,) with its rococo carved altars 
and heavy sideboards, are untouched, as 
well as the organ of the year 1556 in a 
beautiful carved oak inclosure of the 
Renaissance period in the northerly cen- 
tre chapel. 

The paintings in the choir chapels, 
to which belong the most precious art 
treasures of Louvain, such as the works 
of Dierik Bouts and the Master of Fle- 
malle, together with all movable art 
treasures of St. Peter’s Church, were 
saved by Lieut. Col. of Reserves Thele- 
mann and transferred to a hall in the 
Rathaus, where they are now under 
the supervision of the Mayor. Here can 
be found “The Holy Communion” by 
Dierik Bouts, and his “ Martyrdom of 
the Holy Erasmus,’ the “ Kreuzab- 
nahme” (“Removal from the Cross”) by 
the Master of Flemalle, and two side 
paintings representing the donors (ap- 
parently by another artist.) Three paint- 
ings by J. v. Rillaerz and several later 


paintings of lesser value are stored» 


there. wei) 
The oaken church treasure chest con- 


taining eight silver Holy Virgins, some 
of them from the fifteenth and sixteenth 
centuries, a Gothic incense bowl, Gothic 
Renaissance monstrances of silver, high- 
ly artistic and valuable ciboriums of the 
eighteenth century, also chandeliers, 
candlesticks, swinging lamps, and other 
church regalia have been stored in the 
City Hall. The report continues that an 
architect of Louvain has been ordered to 
temporarily repair the damage of the 
roof regardless of cost. 

Thus of the old art works of the 
Church of St. Peter only the ventilator 
is destroyed; the stone structure of the 
building itself remains intact. Until the 
framework of the roof is rebuilt a tempo- 
rary roof should be constructed to shelter 
the interior of the church. A Louvain 
architect has been authorized by the 
Mayor to do this work. 

The semi-official Norddeutsche Allge- 
meine Zeitung, after publishing this re- 
port, says: 

“The disastrous accidental fire, called 
forth by the revolt of the populace and 
then spread further through the storm 
wind, devastated especially the rows of 
houses near the railroad station, in the 
Bahnhofstrasse and in the centre of the 
city. The remaining churches lie outside 
of the zone touched by the fire, which 
comprised about one-sixth the area of 
the city; they were therefore not 
touched by the fire. Thus there remained 
undamaged the Church of St. Michael, 
the Church of St. Jacob, the Church of 
St. Gertrude, with all their notable art 
works; likewise the College du Saint 
Esprit, with its library.” 


Bombardment of Rheims Cathedral 


Protest Issued to Neutral Powers from 
French Foreign Office, Bordeaux, 
Sept. 21. 

Without being able to invoke even the 
appearance of military necessity, and for 
the mere pleasure of destruction, Ger- 
man troops have subjected the Cathedral 
of Rheims to a systematic and furious 
bombardment. At this hour the famous 
basilica is but a heap of ruins. 

It is the duty of the Government of 
the republic to denounce to universal 
indignation this revolting act of vandal- 
ism, which, in giving over to the flames 
this sanctuary of history, deprives hu- 
manity of an incomparable portion of its 
historic patrimony. 


POPE BENEDICT SILENT. 


Authorized Dispatch to The London Daily 
News, Sept. 27. 


Although the Pope is greatly shocked 
and deeply grieved at the destruction of 
the Rheims Cathedral, which he is con- 
vinced was entirely unnecessary, and 
could easily have been averted, he still 
declines to make a public statement. I 
am merely authorized to state that the 
Pope’s sorrow at the destruction of the 
magnificent cathedral is so great that it 
is impossible for him to express it. 


The Pope is convinced that his sorrow 
is shared not only by Catholics, but by 
all Christians, since all believers in God 
mourn the destruction of His temples, 
which even war does not justify. 

A member of the Pope’s entourage ex- 
plained the reasons why a public state- 
ment was not issued. He said: 

The Pope’s sorrow is understood, if 
not publicly announced. It is inconceiv- 
able that even if the destruction of the 
cathedral was necessary for strategical 
reasons the intensity of the Pope’s sorrow 
would be lessened, but a public statement 
implies blame, which the Pope thinks now 
is inopportune and inexpedient, hence he 
refrains from any comment. God’s mercy 


is undoubted; His justice inevitable. Time 
will show whether the criminal destruction 
of one of the most famous of the world’s 
cathedrals will remain unpunished. Ven- 
geance is God’s 


ATTACK NOT WILLFUL. 


Statement by Count von Bernstorff, Ger- 
man Ambassador at Wash- 
ington, Sept. 23. 


It would seem from certain published 
reports that the destruction of this grand 
old edifice was the result of malice or 
envy. This is ridiculous. All that I 
have to say on this matter is that I am 
positive that the attack on the cathedral 
at Rheims was not willful. 


For my part, I feel much more for the 
thousands of men who have sacrificed 
their lives, although I regret as much as 
any man the destruction of such a beau- 
tiful work of art. 


“SPARE THE CATHEDRAL.” 


German Government Disclaimer Issued 
by Count von Bernstorff, 
Washington, Sept. 23. 


The German Government states offi- 
cially in contradiction of the report made 
by the Havas Agency that German artil- 
lery purposely destroyed important build- 
ings at Rheims, that, on the contrary, 
orders were given to spare the cathedral 
by all means. 


THE FRENCH ARE BLAMED 


Official German Dispatch from Berlin, 
Received in Amsterdam, Sept. 23. 
The Cathedral of Rheims was not used 


as a mark for a systematic bombardment. 
During the last few days the French had 


— 
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strengthened the fortress to defend their 
present position, and consequently the 
German bombardment became necessary. 
Orders had been given to spare the 
cathedral. 

If it should prove true that during the 
fire the cathedral suffered, which cannot 
be yet ascertained, nobody would deplore 
it more than ourselves, but the French 
who made Rheims a fortress in support 
of their defense line are alone to blame. 


THE DAMAGE DONE. 


Official Report Made by Whitney Warren 
to the French Government, Sept. 28. 


On Friday, Sept. 25, I received 
word from. the embassy that the French 
Government had made arrangements to 
take me to Rheims in order that I might 
make a report on general conditions and 
especially upon the cathedral. So at-8 
o’clock the next morning I started off 
with two automobiles under the escort of 
Capt. Henri Charbonnel, accompanied by 
two soldiers; one automobile, conducted 
by Mr. Hall of New York, containing 
Major Morton Henry, Major Cosby, and 
Lieut. Boyd of the embassy. 


We followed the route direct to Meaux, 
then to La Ferte-sur-Jouarre, from there 
to Chateau-Thierry, where we picked up 
a third automobile containing Capt. 
Perrin, with authority from Gen. Joffre 
to conduct us anywhere we chose to go, 
providing it was safe. 


From there to Epernay, where we had 
luncheon, and then to Chalons-sur- 
Marne, where was stationed the chef 
d’etat-major. There they told us it was 
possible to go to Rheims, although the 
bombardment had been rather severe the 
day before. So we turned northwest 
and proceeded to Rheims, passing by 
Conde-sur-Marne and Verzy. Here we 
passed many troops, who, although 
fagged, seemed to be in very good con- 
dition, and we arrived at Rheims at 
4:20, proceeding directly to the cathedral, 
where I remained until dark, talking and 
visiting the monument with the Curé 
Landrieux and the Abbé Thinot, who 


had been in charge of the cathedral 
from the commencement. 

The next day I was again at the 
cathedral, from 7:30 in the morning un- 
til 4:30 in the afternoon, visiting it in 
every particular, endeavoring to realize 
the damage done, whether intentionally 
inflicted or not. The following is as 
near as [ am able to ascertain the dif- 
ferent phases of the bombardment: 


Four Bombs on First Day. 


On Sept. 4, when the Germans first 
entered Rheims, there was a first bom- 
bardment by their guns, interpreted by 
the Germans themselves as either a mis- 
take or caused by the jealousy of some 
corps not allowed that privilege. Four 
bombs fell upon the cathedral —one on 
the north transept—doing but little 
damage, however. 


On Sept. 14 and 15, after the Ger- 
mans had evacuated the city and the 
French had entered, the bombardment 
recommenced, but without touching the 
cathedral. On Sept. 17 two bombs struck, 
one on the apse and the other on’the 
north transept. 

On the 18th the cathedral was again 
hit on the southern flying buttresses and 
on the roof, killing a gendarme and sev- 
eral German wounded. 


On Sept. 19 the cathedral was fairly 
riddled by bombs during the entire day, 
and at about 3:45 the scaffolding sur- 
rounding the north tower caught fire. 
This fire lasted about one hour, and dur- 
ing that time two further bombs struck 
the roof, setting it also on fire. The 
curé claims that one of these bombs 
must have been incendiary, otherwise it 
would be impossible to explain the ex- 
traordinary quickness with which the 
fire spread throughout the roof timbers. 


The fire from the scaffolding de- 
scended until it reached the north door of 
the main facade, which caught rapidly, 
burned through and communicated to the 
straw with which the floor of the cathe- 
dral was covered. This straw had been 
ordered on Sept. 12 by the German Com- 
mander in order to prepare the cathedral 
to receive 3,000 German wounded, but the 
evacuation of the city by the Germans 
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had prevented the cathedral being used 
for that purpose. 


When the French came back the straw 
was gathered together with the intention 
of removing it, but on the 17th the 
French General ordered it to be re- 
spread, the flag of the Red Cross hoisted 
on the north tower and the German 
wounded placed there, in the hopes that 
this might save the cathedral. 


As I have said, on Sept. 19 the straw 
caught from the fire originating in the 
scaffold, burning through the doors and 
destroying what was known as the very 
fine wooden tambours, or vestibules, sur- 
rounding these doors on the inside, and 
also calcinating the extraordinary stone 
sculptures decorating the entire interior 
of this western wall. These sculptures 
were peculiar to Rheims, being in high, 
full relief and cut out of the mass of 
‘the stone itself instead of being applied. 
This is one of the irreparable destruc- 
tions occasioned. 


* All the wonderful glass of the nave is 
absolutely gone; that of the apse still 
exists, though greatly damaged. 


Decorative Motifs Lost. 


The fire on the outside calcinated the 
greater part of the facade, the north 
tower and the entire clerestory, with the 
flying buttresses and the turret crown- 
ing each of them. This stone, as far as 
its surface is concerned, is irreparably 
damaged and when touched detaches it- 
self; consequently all decorative motifs 
wherever the flames reached are lost. 


The tresor was saved at the com- 
mencement of the fire by the priests and 
the tapestries for which Rheims is so 
greatly renowned had been fortunately 
removed before. Half the stalls have 
been destroyed. The organ is intact and 
several crucifixes and pictures in the 
apse are untouched. 


That anything remains of the monu- 
ment is owing to the strong construction 
of what might be called the carcass of 
the cathedral and, I am firmly convinced, 
through no desire on the part of the bom- 
barding forces to spare this monument. 
The walls and vaults are of a robustness 


which can resist even modern implements 
of destruction, for even on Sept. 24, when 
the bombardment was again taken up, 
three bombs landed on the cathedral, but 
the vaults resisted absolutely, not even 
being perforated. 


Had the Cathedral of Amiens received 
the same punishment, because of the 
lightness of its construction the vaults 
would undoubtedly have given way, the 
flying buttresses would have crushed in 
the walls and nothing would have re- 
mained but a mass of crumbled stone, 
with the exception of perhaps the ruins 
of the towers. If anything therefore re- 
mains of Rheims Cathedral it is due, as 
I have already said, to the robustness of 
its construction and not to any desire on 
the part of those bombarding it to spare 
it from utter destruction. 


The monument, about which no troops 
were massed, towers above the rest of 
the town; to avoid it, in view of the use- 
lessness of destroying it and because it 
was serving as a hospital, would have 
been.an easy matter. The entire quarter 
of the city situated between it and the 
enemy is destroyed, including the Episco- 
pal Palace, which contained the Archaeo- 
logical Museum, the Episcopal Chapel, 
and what was known as the “ Apartment 
of the Kings.” This quarter also con- 
tained the principal commercial houses. 


“Blind Rage” Causes Attack. 


It would seem that the only explana- 
tion which can be offered was blind rage 
upon the part of the besieging army. 

There are two monuments of almost 
equal importance to the world which are 
in jeopardy of the same fate as the Ca- 
thedral of Rheims, viz., the Cathedrals of 
Noyon and Laon. That these will be re- 
spected is to be hoped, in spite of the 
ruthless and miserable attempt to reduce 
the glorious monuments of Rheims to 
ruins. ~ 


On Friday, Sept. 25, the Germans 
further shelled the Abbey of Rémy at 
Rheims, one shell exploding in the in- 
terior and destroying an immense quan- 
tity of glass. The civil hospital, which 
occupies the cloisters of St. Rémy, re- 
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ceived as its quota nine bombs, one of 
which killed four of the patients in the 
beds, and another one of the attendants. 
Needless to say that over this building 
also were flying flags of the Red Cross. 


On Sunday, Sept. 27, I spent about two 
hours on top of the north tower of the 
cathedral, behind the parapets, where I 
could not be seen, watching the bombard- 
ment of the French forces, which was 
going on in the suburbs of the town, 
situated at about two kilometers from 
my point of vantage. It was most inter- 
esting, the precision with which the Ger- 
man shells arrived in groups of six at 
intervals of, I should say, three to five 
minutes. The French troops were all 
wonderfully covered so that they could 
not be seen, their guns being concealed 


_under straw or beet leaves, according to 


the character of the ground upon which 
the battery was established. 


No smoke came from their guns, their 
powder being absolutely smokeless, and 


_yet the Germans seemed to have located 


them very thoroughly and kept up a con- 
tinual bombardment, their shells landing 
repeatedly over the same place, seem- 
ingly, without any deviation whatever. 


Shot Proclaims “Lights Out.” 
We all-slept the Saturday and Sunday 
nights in Rheims, which was in a state 
of siege, all lights being out at 8 o’clock. 
One of our party foolishly left his win- 
dow open while he had his light on; a 


pistol shot from the police drew atten-. 


tion to the fact, and the entire electric 
light of the hotel was immediately cut 
off. 


In the day time great numbers of the 
population would leave the city and go 
out in the suburbs on the safe side to 
watch the combat, returning at night to 
their homes to see what destruction had 
been occasioned and, if possible, to get 
a night’s rest. I had a large quantity 


- of tobacco with me, which was received 
_ by the troops and by the civilians with 


great joy, for they had seen none for a 
month, the Germans having taken every- 
thing. 

While the commercial part of the city 


had been absolutely destroyed, in other 
parts one would find places where stray 
shells had fallen, doing great damage. 
Tt all seemed absolutely ruthless and 
useless. The curé of the cathedral told 
me that the Germans during their occu- 
pation had- established an observation 
post in the north tower with an electric 
searchlight. This they took away with 
them, and some of the French officers, 
during the first days of reoccupa- 
tion, occasionally went up there to have 
a look, but the curé had strongly ob- 
jected and they had given it up. 


I know that the two days that I was 
there nobody but myself went into the 
tower and I did so unbeknown to the au- 
thorities, being very careful not to show 
myself, as I was assured it would draw 
fire if the Germans saw anybody moving 
about on it. I think, myself, that this is 
an exaggeration, as their line of observa- 
tion must be at least seven or eight miles 
removed and at that distance, even with 
a very strong glass, it would be almost 
impossible to distinguish a human sil- 
houette. ; 


We left Rheims at 7 o’clock on Mon- 
day morning, proceeding to Villers-Cot- 
terets and stopping at Lafere-en-Tar- 
denois, which was the headquarters of 
the English. Here there were great 
quantities of automobiles and consider- 
able commotion that it was his honest 
opinion that this was not the case. The 
village had been bombarded before the 
arrival of the Germans, and the Mayor 
had taken refuge in the cellar of the 
Mairie. When the Germans arrived at 
about 3 o’clock they dragged him out 
and took him to a little place about three 
kilometers from Senlis, where he is sup- 
posed to have been questioned, together 
with other hostages. At 10 o’clock that 
night he was shot and buried where he 
fell. 


The next day seven other hostages 
were shot in view of the fact that some 
civilians were accused of having fired 
upon the military. Three days after this 
the Acting Mayor and a party of citizens 
recovered the body of the Mayor, who 
had been buried under a very thin cover- 
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ing of earth in a very shallow grave—so 
much so that his hands and feet were 
uncovered. He had one bullet hole in his 
forehead, which would seem to indicate 
that the execution was not a military 
one, but that some officer had, for some 
reason, shot him—perhaps in a moment 
of impatience. 

From Senlis we went to Clermont, 
which is the headquarters of the léft 
wing. There I had the great good 
fortune to be introduced to Gen. Castel- 
nau, who showed me his maps and the 
way a battle was fought on paper. This 
is one of the greatest privileges I think I 
have ever enjoyed, and the curious part 
of it was that their way of working in 
the military art is very similar to the 
way we plot and scheme as architects. 
The General interested me as a very fine, 
simple citizen. Among other things he 
said to me: 

“My dear Sir, how is it possible to 
fight with these people?’ They seem to 
have no mercy, no decency. It really 
seems impossible to know how to meet 
them.” 

He had with him several of his staff 
officers and one of them was charged 
with making a report upon the atrocities 


committed. He allowed me to read sev- 
eral of these reports and showed me pho- 
tographs of one incident that impressed 
me greatly. These photographs this offi- 
cer had taken himself and in order to 
prove that he had seen the incident and 
was on the ground he was himself in the 
photograph. This special happening was 
as follows: 

In some little town to the east the Ger- 
mans had taken out sixteen peasants 
and field laborers. ‘They bound their 
hands either in front or at the back, tied 
them in bunches of five, cut their sus- 
penders and unbuttoned their trousers 
so that escape was impossible and shot 
them in an open field. The report con- 
tained the names and ages of these poor 
chaps. The oldest, I remember, was 67, 
and several were over 50. The French 
had been able to get no explanation 
whaever of what had occurred, as the 
village was absolutely deserted. The 
persecution of women seems to be quite 
prevalent. 

From here we returned to Paris, pass- 
ing by Creil and Chantilly without any 
incident, arriving in Paris at about 8 
o’clock at night. 

WHITNEY WARREN. 


WHO BEGAN THE WAR, AND WHY? 
THE SOCIALISTS’ PART 


HOW INTERNATIONAL SOCIALISTS ARMED AGAINST EACH OTHER. 


Concluding Remarks of Emil Vander- 
velde, Belgian Minister of State, 
Chairman International Socialist 

Bureau, in Harlem Casino, 
New York, Sept. 21. 


You in the United States represent the 
International within a nation. You have 
undertaken to do what no nation of 
Europe has ever accomplished. You 
have taken the men and women and 
children of all nationalities and molded 
of them one uniform notion of peace. 


This meeting here tonight is a demon- 
stration of this. The International, un- 
fortunately divided by war, has not been 
seen in Europe in weeks. I find it again 
in the United States. These United 
States, which are to be, not merely the 
United States of America, or the United 
States of capitalism, but the United 
States of the Socialism of the world. 


At the last meeting of the Interna- 


tional Socialist Bureau in Paris I can see 
gathered at the same table, Hugo Haase, 
the Chairman of the Parliamentary 
group of the German Social Democracy, 
drafting resolutions of peace on behalf 
of the entire International. And at the 
same table sat our unforgettable Jean 
Léon Jaurés, who fell at the first mad 
rush of the war tide. What a frightful 
succession of events have taken place 
since that time! 

Jaurés dead; Guesde, the uncompromis- 
ing, the Marxist, the Socialist, a mem- 
ber of the French Cabinet; Dr. Ludwig 
Frank, one of the most promising of the 


young German Socialists, shot dead in 
battle! Socialists become national! 
French, Russian, Belgian, German, Aus- 
trian Socialists fighting one another, 
destroying one another! 

Who was right, who wrong? Did the 
majority of the German Socialists, under 
the leadership of David, do right in vot- 
ing the war credits asked by the Kaiser? 
Or did the minority do right, under the 
direction of Dr. Liebknecht, in refusing 
these credits? Who can pass judgment? 
But this we do know and can truthfully 
say—not a single capitalistic Govern- 
ment of all Europe but shares in the 
guilt. 


“ENVOY OF MY PARTY.” 


Statement by Jules Guesde, Minister in 
France’s War Cabinet and Expo- 
nent ef French Socialism, 
at Paris, Aug. 29. 


I go into the Cabinet as an envoy of 
my party, not to govern, but to fight. 
If I were younger, I would have shoul- 
dered a gun. But as my age does not 
permit this I will, nevertheless, face the 
enemy and defend the cause of humanity. 


I am confident of final victory, and 
without hesitation as to its subsequent 
role in France, the party will never de- 
viate from the line of conduct laid out. 
As the solidarity of workmen does not 
shut out the right to defend themselves 
against traitor workmen, so international 
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solidarity does not exclude the right of 
one nation to defend itself against a Gov- 
ernment traitor to the peace of Europe. 

France has been attacked, and she will 
have no more ardent defenders than the 
workmen’s party. 


MINISTER JULES GUESDE. 


Editorial Article in the New Yorker 
Volkszeitung, Aug. 28. 


Who would have suspected in 1904 that 
Jules Guesde would come to be once 
more a member of a Ministry, popular in 
its majority? Who would have thought 
then—it was in the time of the memo- 
rable debates over socialistic “ ministe- 
rialism ” in the Amsterdam Congress of 
the International—that there ever could 
come a time when this clear-headed and 
unswerving exponent of academic social- 
ism would be forced by the need of the 
hour to take a step which in ordinary 
circumstances would be absolutely in- 
conceivable for him? 

‘And _ now this has actually happened. 
Jules Guesde, who has been called—in 
contrast to the easily moved emotional 
Jaurés—the stiff-necked dogmatist, is 
not only become Minister, but with him 
another proved Socialist champion, Mar- 
cel Sembat, who for his part too would 
rather have split the party than to have 
approved the entrance of Millerand into 
the Cabinet of Waldeck Rousseau. 

But now these two are sitting on the 
same Ministerial bench, not only with this 
self-same Millerand, but with the much 
more deeply despised renegade Briand, 
with the anti-Socialist abettor Ribot, and 
the disgusting reactionary and favorite 
of the Czar, Pelcassi. The world seems 
to be unhinged. 

Yet the incomprehensible is under the 
existing circumstances only too easily 
understood, Guesde and Sembat have 
taken this difficult step, because there 
was no other choice for them, they had 
to take it. They, as representatives of 
a party which had sent 102 members to 
the Chamber of Deputies, could not re- 
fuse, when this was the question, to 
create a Ministry for Defense. 


That was the question! It was de- 
manded of all the larger parties that— 
they put up their best—that is, their 


intellectually strongest—men for a Cab- 


inet whose sole task was the defense 
of France. When this task is accom- 
plished, when the war is ended in one 
way or the other, then the Ministry will 
undoubtedly dissolve, and the Ministerial 
magnificance of Comrades Guesde and 
Sembat will be at an end until the op- 
portunity offers of creating a Socialist 
Ministry. 

France, according to all news emanat- 
ing from the scene of hostilities, is in an 
extraordinarily difficult situation. Should 
the German Army succeed, as seems al- 
ready to have been the case in two 
places, in breaking through the French- 
Belgian-English chain of defense, then 
the way to Paris is as good as open. If 
nothing more, at least the reported 
preparations of the Parisians indicate 
that a siege is expected there in the very 
near future; and since Paris is still the 
heart of France, the taking of that city 
would be one with the fall of the French 
Republic. 

If in such an hour of danger a nation 
calls upon its sons, there is for them 
no choice; they must answer the call. 

Jules Guesde and Marcel Sembat did 
no more than their duty! 


“REVOLUTION!” 


Cry Raised by Jean Jaures at Session 
of International Socialist Bureau, 
Brussels, July 29. 


The diplomats negotiate. It seems that 
they will be satisfied to take from Servia 
a little of its blood. We have, therefore, 
a little rest to insure peace. But to what 
lesson is Europe submitted? When after 
twenty centuries of Christianity, when 
after 100 years of the triumph of the 
principles of the rights of men, how is 
it possible that millions of persons, with- 
out knowing why, can kill each other? 

And Germany? If she knew of the 
Austrian note, it is inexcusable to have 
permitted such a step. And if she did 
not know of this Austrian note, what is 
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her Governmental wisdom? You have 
an agreement which drags you into war 
and you do not know what you have been 
dragged for? I ask, What people have 
shown so much anarchy? 


Nevertheless the authorities hesitate. 

Let us profit by it and organize. For us, 
French Socialists, our duty is simple. We 
do not need to impose on our Government 
a policy of peace. They are practicing 
it. I, who have never hesitated to bring 
upon my head the hatred of our patriots 
by my desire to bring about a Franco- 
German understanding, have the right to 
say that at this time the Frénch Gov- 
ernment desires peace. 
The French Government is the best 
ally for peace of the English Govern- 
ment, which has taken the initiative in 
conciliation and gives to Russia advice 
of prudence and patience. 


As for us, it is our duty to insist that 
it shall speak with force that Russia may 
abstain. If unfortunately Russia does 
not abstain, it is our duty to say, “ We 
do not know of any other treaty except 
the one which binds us to the human 
race.” 

This is our duty, and in expressing it 
we find ourselves in accord with our 
German comrades who demand of their 
Government to see to it that Austria 
moderates its acts. It is possible that 
the telegram of which I spoke is due 
partly to that desire of the German 
workers. One cannot go against the 
wish of four millions of enlightened 
consciences. 

Do you know what the proletariat is? 
They are the men who have collectively 
an affection for peace and a horror for 
war. The chauvinists, the nationalists, 
&ec., are men who have collectively an 
affection for war and carnage. When 
they feel, however, over their heads the 
menace of conflicts, or wars which may 
put an end to their capitalist existence, 
then they remind themselves that they 
have friends who seek to reduce the 
storm. But for the supreme masters the 
ground is mined. In the drunkenness of 
the first battles they succeed in pulling 
along the masses. In proportion as 


typhus completes the work of death and 
misery these men will turn to the mas- 
ters of Germany, France, Russia, Aus- 
tria, Italy, and so on, and will demand 
what reason they can give for all those 
corpses. And then the revolution will 
tell them: Go and demand grace from 
God and men. 


COMPOSURE IS NECESSARY. 


Editorial Article for ’Humanite, Writ- 
ten by Jean Jaures on the Night 
He Was Assassinated, July 31. 


If we put things at their worst, if we 
take, in view of the most formidable 
hypothesis, the necessary precautions, 
let us keep the lucidity of our spirit, the 
firmness of our reason. To judge from 
all the common elements, it does not 
seem that the international situation is 
desperate. To be sure, it is grave, but 
all chances of an amicable adjustment 
have not disappeared. On one side it is 
evident that if Germany had a design to 
attack us she would have proceeded ac- 
cording to the famous sudden attack. 
On the contrary, she has allowed days to 
pass, and France, like Russia, could have 
put to profit this delay, the one, Russia, 
in order to proceed to a partial mobiliza- 
tion, the other, France, to take precau- 
tions compatible with the maintenance 
of peace. 


On the other hand, Austria and Rus- 
sia have entered into direct negotiations. 
Russia demands of Austria what treat- 
ment she reserves for Servia. Austria 
answers that she will respect her “ ter- 
ritorial integrity.” Russia figures that 
it is not enough and that it must also in- 
clude that “the sovereign rights of Ser- 
via are guaranteed.” 

Even if discord comes between the 
views of Austria and those of Russia, 
one could measure the distance of the 
ideas and work on a solution of a prob- 
lem whose points are determined. It is 
then, it seems, that the English idea of 
mediation which seeks a form, its means 
of expression, but which in the end will 
prevail, for it embodies the profound 
sentiments of the people, and without 
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doubt the desire of the rulers who feel 
rising toward them, like punishment, this 
peril of war, with which for a moment 
they thought of playing like a diplomatic 
toy. 


If we judge what war itself will be 
and the effects it will produce by panic, 
sinister rumors, economic difficulties, 
monetary difficulties, and the finan- 


cial disasters which the mere p9s- 
sibility of a conflict creates; when 
we think that even now we must 


postpone payments, and prepare to de- 
cree a forced circulation for the paper 
certificates, one asks if the most crazy 
or the sanest of men are capable to 
open such a crisis. 


The greatest danger at this time is 
not, if I can say it, in the events them- 
selves. It is not even in the real dispo- 
sitions of the chancelleries, however 
guilty they may be; it is not in 
the real will of the people; it is in the 
nervousness which is gaining, in the 
worry which is spread, in the sudden 
impulse which grows from fear, of the 
growing uncertainty, prolonged anxiety. 
To these crazy panics the crowd may give 
in, and it is not sure that the Govern- 
ments, too, may give in. They spend 
their time (delicious occupation) to 
frighten and to reassure each other. 
And this, do not mistake, can last for 
weeks. Those‘who imagine that a diplo- 


matic crisis must be or can be settled in - 


a few days are mistaken. Just as the 
battles of modern war develop on an im- 
mense front, last seven or eight days, 
the same way the diplomatic battles, 
placing now in the game entire Europe 
and involving a number of powerful na- 
tions, will spread necessarily over sev- 
eral weeks. To resist this test one must 
have nerves of steel, or, better still, they 
need a firm reasoning, clear and calm. 
It is to the intelligence of the people, it 
is to their reasoning, that we must now 
make an appeal if we wish them to re- 
main masters of themselves, escape the 
panics, dominate the excitement, and 
supervise the march of men and things, 
to spare the human race from the hor- 
ror of war. 


The danger is great, but it is not un- 
avoidable if we preserve clearness of 
mind and a strong will, if we have both 
heroism of patience and heroism of ac- 
tion. The clear view of our duty will 
give us the power to accomplish it. 

All the militant Socialist members of 
the Federation of the Seine are called, 
for next Sunday morning, to Wagram 
Hall, to a meeting where the situation 
will be explained, where the action which 
the International expects of you will be 
defined. 


A number of meetings will keep in 
action the thought and will of the prole- 
tariat and will prepare the magnificent 
demonstration which will be a prelude to 
the labors of the International Congress. 

What counts now is the continuity of 
action, the constant awakening of the 
reason and conscience of the workers. 
There lies true salvation. There lies the 
guarantee of the future. 


PRESSURE FOR PEACE. 


Resolutions of International Socialist 
Bureau at Brussels, July 29. 


In assembly of July 29 the Interna- 
tional Socialist Bureau has heard declara- 
tions from representatives of all nations 
threatened by a world war, describing 
the political situation in their respective 
countries. 

With unanimous vote, the bureau con- 
siders it an obligation for the workers 
of all nations concerned not only to con- 
tinue but even to strengthen their demon- 
strations against war in favor of peace 
and of a settlement of the Austro- 
Servian conflict by arbitration. 

The German and French workers will 
bring to bear on their Governments the 
most vigorous pressure in order that 
Germany may secure in Austria a 
moderating action, and in order that 
France may obtain from Russia-an un- 
dertaking that she will not engage in the 
conflict. On their side the workers of 
Great Britain and Italy shall sustain 
these efforts with all the power at their 
command. 

The congress urgently convoked in 
Paris [it was never held] will be the 
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vigorous expression of the absolutely 
peaceful will of the workers of the whole 
world. 


It is further resolved that the Inter- 
national Socialist Bureau congratulates 
the Russian workers on their revolution- 
ary attitude, and invites them to continue 
their heroic efforts against Czardom as 
being one of the most effective guaran- 
tees against the threatened world war. 


HUGO HAASE AT BRUSSELS. 


Speech of German Social Democratic 
Leader on July 30, Five Days Before 
His Declaration in the Reichstag. 


For twenty-five years Austria-Hungary 
has been attempting to strangle Servia 
economically. Therefore, the ultimatum 
sent to Servia must be regarded as a 
provocation to long desired war. As you 
know, Servia’s answer was so concilia- 
tory in tone that if Austria had had the 
honest desire peace could ‘have been 
brought about. Austria wanted war. 


The most fearful thing about it all is 
that this criminal sport may deluge all 
Europe with blood. A telegram says 
that Austria does not wish to carry on a 
long war with Servia, but only intends 
taking the capital city, Belgrade, by way 
of teaching Servia a lesson. This réle 
of the teacher punishing the pupils is 
both reprehensible and dastardly. 


Austria seems to count upon Germany’s 
help. Nevertheless, the German Social- 
ists declare that secret negotiations have 
very little weight with the proletariat. 
The German proletariat says that Ger- 
many is not to involve herself, even if 
Russia enters in. The German capital- 
ists, on the other hand, demand that Ger- 
many step in because Austria makes 
war with Servia. And on the same 
illogical, reprehensible grounds’ the 
French capitalists are demanding war 
with Germany. The French proletariat 
is one with the German proletariat. 


The people, sunk deep in want and 
despair, will at last awake and establish 
socialism. Yesterday thousands and 


' been drawn into this disaster. 


tens of thousands of them in Berlin pro- 
tested against the war. Their slogan 
was: “Long live peace, and down with 
war!” 


HAASE IN THE REICHSTAG. 


Speech of Aug. 4—“ We Do Not Desert 
Our Fatherland. ” 


We are face to face with a great 
crisis. The consequences of the imperial- 
istic policy by means of which an era 
of competitive preparation for war has 
been inaugurated, and which has served 
to intensify hostile feeling between na- 
tions, have swept down over Europe like 
a torrent. The responsibility lies with 
those who have upheld this policy; we 
refuse it. [Applause from the Socialists. ] 
Social Democracy has fought this disas- 
trous development with all its strength, 
and even up to the very last hour, by 
means of prodigious public demonstra- 
tions, particularly in close co-operation 
with its brothers in France, [applause 
from the Socialists,] it has labored for 
the maintenance of peace. Its endeav- 
ors have been in vain. We now stand 
before the brazen facts of actual war; 
the horrors of hostile invasion threaten 
us. It is not for us today to decide for 
or against war, but to deliberate on the 
problem of the available means of na- 
tional defense. We have now to think 
of the millions of our fellow-countrymen 
who, through no fault of theirs, have 
[Ap- 
plause.] They will be the ones to suffer 
most heavily from the devastation of 
this war. 

Our warmest sympathy, accorded with- 
out reference to party, accompanies all 
our brothers who have been called to 
the front. [Vigorous applause from all 
sides of the House.] We are thinking 
also of the mothers who must give up 
their sons, of the women and children 
robbed of their mainstay and support, of 
those whom, to the anxiety of their 
loved cnes, the pangs of hunger threaten. 
To these will very soon be added tens 
of thousands of wounded and crippled 
soldiers. To stand by them all, to ease 
their misfortune, to alleviate their im- 
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measurable need—this we consider our 
compelling duty. [Vigorous applause.] 

With a victory of the Russian des- 
potism, which is stained with the blood 
of the best of its own people, much, if 
not all, which concerns our people and 
their future in freedom will be at stake. 
[Storm of applause.] 

It is necessary to ward off the danger 
in order to render secure the culture and 
the independence of our own country. 
[Vigorous applause.] 

Thus do we actualize what we have 
always claimed—in the hour of danger 
we do not desert our Fatherland! [Vig- 
orous demonstrations of approval.] 

In this regard we feel ourselves in 
perfect accord with the International, 
which has at all times recognized the 
right of every people to natural inde- 
pendence and self-defense, just as we 
agree with it in denouncing every war of 
conquest. 

We demand that as soon as this pur- 
pose of securing national safety is 
achieved, and the combatants shall be 
disposed toward peace, that an end be 
made to the war through a peace which 
shall facilitate friendship between neigh- 
boring peoples. We demand this not only 
in the interests of that international 
solidarity for which we have continually 
fought, but also in the interests of the 
German people. We hope that the grisly 
lessons learned from suffering in this 
conflict will waken in new millions of 
hearts the horror of war, and will win 
them over to the ideal of Socialism and 
peace between nations. 

Guided by these principles, we approve 
the proposed appropriations. [Vigorous 
applause.] 


GERMAN SOCIALISTS DIVIDED. 


Letter from Dr. Carl Liebknecht, Social- 
Democratic Member of the Reichs- 
stag, in the Burger Zeitung, 
Bremen, Sept. 18. 


I understand that several members of 
the Socialist Party have written all sorts 
of things to the press with regard to the 


deliberations of the Socialist Party in 
the Reighstag on Aug. 3 and 4. 

According to these reports there were 
no serious differences of opinion in our 
party in regard to the political situation, 
and our own position and decision to 
assent to war credits are alleged to have 
been arrived at unanimously. 

In order to prevent the dissemination 
of an inadmissible legend I feel it to be 
my duty to put on record the fact that 
the issues involved gave rise to diamet- 
rically opposite views within our par- 
liamentary party, and these opposing 
views found expression with a violence 
hitherto unknown in our deliberations. 

It is also entirely untrue to say that 
assent to the war eredits was given 
unanimously. 


SOCIALISTS STILL GERMANS. 


Letter from Philipp Scheidemann, Ex- 
Vice President of the Reichstag, 
in the New Yorker Volks- 
zeitung, Sept. 10. 


BERLIN, Aug. 21. 
, 1 send you a few facts. 

No one in Germany wanted this war. 
The fact that Germany declared war on 
Russia and finally on France does not 
contradict this statement. If Germany, 
who was exactly informed as to the 
preparations being made by her neigh- 
bors, had delayed for ever so short a 
time, Russia would have completed her 
mobilization which she had secretly been 
carrying on for some time, and with her 
Cossacks would have swept down on our 
eastern country which was only mode- 
rately well protected. And then woe 
to us! 

That the Government, after the fail- 
ure of all its efforts to maintain peace, 
promptly took the initiative, disturbed 
not a little the Czar of Russia. This 
was perhaps indicated most dramatical- 
ly by his manifesto to the Jews. This 
same Czar, whose hands are stained with 
the blood of many thousands of the Jews 
whom his servants of slaughter have 
murdered during the pogroms, this same 
Czar who has degraded and abused the 
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Jews in the most inhuman fashion, has 
now, in order to create an agreeable im- 
pression, issued a manifesto “to my be- 
loved Jews!” Now when he has to fear 
that the Poles and those Jews living in 
Russian Poland may rise up against his 
army of shame, now does he begin to 
make bright promises for the future! 


Russia to Blame. 


Upon Russia rests the entire respon- 
sibility for the present war. While the 
Czar was still negotiating with the Ger- 
man Kaiser for the declared purpose of 
bringing about peace, he was arming his 
troops not only against Austria but 
against Germany. 

That France, republican France, has 
allied herself with Russian absolutism 
for the purpose of murder and destruc- 
tion, is an almost inconceivable fact. And 
that England, parliamentarian England, 
democratic England, is fighting side by 
side with the Russians for “freedom and 
culture,” that is a truly gigantic and 
shameless piece of hypocrisy. 

I do not need to place before those of 
our readers who are schooled in social- 
ism any comments on the causes of this 
war—the fact itself as it stands is of a 
stupendous, terrifying magnitude. And 
it is with this fact that we have now to 
reckon. Russia, France, Belgium, Eng- 
land, Servia, Montenegro and Japan are 
now involved in this battle for “ freedom 
and culture,’ which means fighting 
against Germany, against the world 
which has given birth to Goethe, to Kant 
and to Karl Marx! It would be laugh- 
able were the-situation not so desper- 
ately grave. 

Socialism in each of the West Euro- 
pean powers has done all it could to pre- 
vent the war. Its strength could not 
sufficiently prevail—it was not enough. 
On Aug. 1, 1914, socialism in each coun- 
try found itself confronted with the 
hideous certainty of war. What was to 
be done? 

On the ist of August there was no 
longer any possibility whatsoever of 
sending a letter or telegram across the 
German frontier. The telegram of con- 
dolence which we sent to Paris on the 
assassination of Jean Jaurés never ar- 


rived. Socialism in each country was 
forced back entirely upon itself. 

At the time when I am writing this 
letter, Aug. 21, we in Germany know 
absolutely nothing concerning the details 
of the action taken in the Belgian and 
French Parliament. Only this much has 
penetrated to us, that our comrades in 
all of the countries under consideration 
have come to the same conclusion as we 
in Germany. The French have approved 
the war credits, the Belgians have admit- 
ted Vandervelde to the Ministry for 
Defense. That our comrades in England 
have come out for the strictest neutrality 
is easily understood. Any other attitude 
on their part would be a crime against 
socialism. No one would be so ignorant 
as to find analogies between the situation 
of the German and the English Social- 
ists. We in Germany had to perform the 
duty of protecting ourselves against 
Czarism, we had to accomplish the task 
of saving the country in which Social 
Democracy has reached its highest point 
of development, from impending subjec- 
tion to Russia. In England the decision 
had to be made only as to whether sides _ 
should be taken in the conflict between 
Russia and Germany, or whether neutral- 
ity should be preserved. 

A Germany under the yoke of the Czar 
would have set back a century the Social- 
ist movement not only of Germany itself 
but of the whole world. 

Moreover, we Social Democrats have 
never ceased to be Germans, because we 
belong to the Socialist International. 
And if we in the Reichstag have unani- 
mously approved the war credit, we have 
done no more after all than to carry out 
what has often been repeated by our 
greatest Socialists from the Reichstag 
platform. 


Quotes Bebel and Elder Liebknecht. 


The words of Bebel and of the elder 
Liebknecht have always been heard with 
favor in America. And what, for ex- 
ample, has Bebel said in this connection? 


In the preservation of Germany’s in- 
dependence all the laboring classes, to 
the very least among them, are just as 
much concerned as those who consider 
themselves the chosen leaders and rulers 
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of the people, and the working class in 
nowise desires to bend its back under 
any sort of foreign rule. ; 
Still more fully did Bebel declare him- 
self during the session of the Reichstag 
of March 7, 1904. At that time he said: 
Gentlemen: You cannot in the future 
carry on any successful wars without our 
aid. [‘* Very true!’’ ‘‘Right!’’ from the 


Socialists.] If you conquer you will con- 
quer with us and not against us; without 


our help you can no longer subsist. 
[‘* True!” ‘*‘ Right!” from the Social- 
ists.] I will go still further, we would 


have the greatest possible interest were 
we to be involved in a war—a war in 
which the existence of Germany was 
threatened, for—and I give you my word 
for it—-we are ready to the last and the 
oldest man among us to shoulder arms 
and protect German soil not in service to 
you but to ourselves—as far as I am con- 
cerned, in fact in defiance of you. 
{‘‘ True indeed!” ‘‘ Right!’’ from the 
Socialists. ] 


We live and fight on this soil, the land 
of our fathers, as much if not more our 
fatherland than yours, to the end that it 
will be a joy even for the last and least 
among us to live therein. [‘‘ Very good!’’ 
from the Socialists.] 

That is our endeavor and that it is 
which we are laboring to achieve, and it 
is for this reason that we shall repulse 
with all the power at our command_and 
to our very last breath every attempt to 
snatch from this Fatherland one inch of 
land. [‘*‘ Very good!’’ from the Social- 
ists.] 


There are numerous declarations of 
similar nature which have been uttered 
by our great friend, Wilhelm Liekbnecht 
has also spoken in similar fashion. On 
the 28th of November, 1888, he addressed 
the Reichstag as follows: 

What the opponents of German consoli- 
dation over there in France and Russia 
fear is a German people united for the 
defense of their land. And in this regard 
—that I can assure you—lI have personally 
removed for our part every doubt, if any — 
existed, among influential French poli- 
ticians; if France attacks, straightway 
there is no party in Germany on which 
she can rely, and straightway every So- 
cialist in Germany is pledged and prepared 
to march against the invader. 

For years we have been slandered by 
our enemies in Germany as traitors and 
worse. The imperial anti-Socialist as- 
sociation has had an excellent example 
of this alleged treachery of ours. Our 
vote has stretched the anti-Socialists in 


the dust, together with. all the other 
political vultures who have lived by 
slandering us. 

As Socialists of firm conviction we 
have voted for te war credit and moved 
this vote through a declaration from the 
party representative, Haase. In our 
programme we have demanded that a 
volunteer army replace the standing 
army. Why do we demand the volunteer 
army? Because we consider it the best 
protection against every attack on the 
Fatherland. This is it, then! We, too, 
wish to defend the Fatherland. Suppose 
that instead we had said in the hour of 
need: Yes, we want to protect our 
Fatherland against the knout regiments 
of the Czar all right enough, but we de- 
mand that protection from the militia! 
Since we do not as yet have the militia, 
we shall make no use ofthe standing 
army, for we would rather let the 
Cossacks into the country! 

From whatever side we consider the 
situation, we German Socialists could not 
have acted otherwise than we have. A 
party like that of Social Democracy, the 
strongest in the country, cannot avoid 
the facts by hiding its head in the sand; 
it must act! It is no exaggeration to 
state that in the present crisis the en- 
tire German people is united. That 
whole nation is determined, cost what it 
may, to end the war as speedily as pos- 
sible, but at the same time victoriously. 
There is no one here who feels any 
resentment toward France, and every one 
wishes that a worthy peace will be estab- 
lished between Germany and France as 
soon as possible. 


England’s Shameful Role. 

England is playing a perfectly shame- 
ful réle in this war. Even though France 
were allied to Russia by an unfortunate 
treaty, England was not so allied! But 
England, who has ever been jealous of 
the industrial development of our coun- 
try, used the violation of our treaty of 
neutrality with Belgium, which was in- 
curred only in dire need and which was 
yielded openly and honestly in the Reich- 
stag by the Chancellor, as a pretext to 
declare war against us. And England 
crowned this abhorrent action by mobil- 
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izing against us an east-Asiatic nation. 
Japan, whose sons have enjoyed the 
most genuine and far-reaching hospital- 
ity at our hands, whose culture has been 
enriched through us, who has won from 
us our industrial secrets, shows herself 
suddenly as the most despicable, the 
most treacherous nation of this whole 
world. I do not need to go into details 
over the demands which Japan has pre- 
sented to Germany, for I assume that 
your readers are already in full posses- 
sion of the facts. 


Germany will perhaps lose a part of 
her colonial possessions in this war. Ger- 
many is in no position to protect these 
against many enemies during the war. 
Germany has steadily counted upon some 
colonial losses in the struggle. We 
Socialists especially have in our opposi- 
tion to capitalistic colonial policy con- 
tinually pointed to the fact that in the 
event of war colonies cannot be re- 
tained. 


For the rest, however, Germany is of 
good courage. No one has the slightest 
doubt that our country will claim victory 
against the hostile oppression from with- 
out. In the meantime you in America 
have long since learned that all an- 
nouncements of defeats which Germany 
is said to have suffered in the east, in 
the west, and on the sea, are lies. It is 
true that at Schirmek in Alsace a few 
cannon were lost by our troops. But, on 
the other hand, the fact is established 
that in the very first days after mobil- 
ization all the enemies’ troops were com- 
pletely driven from Germany, and fur- 
ther, that during the mobilization of our 
troops victorious battles occurred. at 
Milhausen and Lagarde in Alsace; that 
in the east they have made sharp inroads 
on the Russians; that they overcame 
Liittich with all its forts and captured 
Brussels on the 20th of August. 


Here in Germany we are expecting 
every moment news of the taking of 
Namur. The quicker decisive battles 
. take place, by so much sooner will there 
be some possibility of establishing peace 
with France. 
PHILIPP SCHEIDEMANN. 


“ CRITIQUE OF WEAPONS.” 


Karl Kautsky, in the Neue Zeit, Ber- 
lin, Aug. 8. 

Kautsky has for over a quarter of a century 
been one of the foremost Socialist leaders in 
Germany; the founder and present editor of 
the Neue Zeit. The present article on the 
war appeared before the periodical was sup- 
pressed by the Government. 

War, with all its attendant horrors, 
has broken loose, the “Critique of 
Weapons” has been set up, and the 
weapons of criticism are consequently 
broken. This is not merely the inevit- 
able result of the automatic limitations 
which would be imposed by any state of 
war, but rather—though this is but a 
transitory phase—because of an absolute 
lack of interest in any sort of critical 
estimate of the whole situation. In 
breathless suspense, every man is con- 
centrating the whole of his mental en- 
ergy on the news of the next moment, 
news concerning which none can make 
even fairly clear surmise, and about 
which one fact only is known in ad- 
vance, that whatever it is, it is sure to 
be horrible. For relief from this wretched 
suspense men are looking to dispatches 
and decisions of battles, not to critical 
speculation. 


Yet by the time these lines come be- 
fore the reader this stage may already 
be giving way, and in all probability 
there will be beginning to be felt the 
need of regaining our usual attitude, of 
taking account of this monstrous event 
which has broken in on us so suddenly— 
so unexpectedly that for the moment it 
has stunned us—of making ourselves 
clear concerning the end toward which 
we are moving. 

Of course, to discuss the chances of 
each or any of the combatants involved 
is out of the question; indeed, it would 
be a difficult task for the shrewdest 
military expert to establish a sound esti- 
mate, for there are probably few, per- 
haps none, to whom the armies under 
consideration are sufficiently well known 
for that. Besides all this, moreover, the 
present conflict is taking place under 
conditions absolutely different from any 
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we have before known, totally new to 
our experience. 

Formerly, when the situation was more 
simple than at present, there were al- 
ways at the outbreak of war a few ex- 
perienced experts who could correctly 
estimate the prospects for each side in 
the struggle, for it was usually fairly 
clear from the very beginning what each 
side wanted to gain and what in the 
ease of victory each would gain. But in 
the present situation there is not a word 
of prophecy which can be uttered in face 
of the fact that the most terrible war 
known to history has broken out with- 
out any of the powers involved in the 
least wishing it. It was in Russia first 
that at the last moment the war party 
seemed to have gained the upper hand 
and to have set in motion the whole 
bloody sport. We may rely on it that 
the statesmen of Austria were of the 
honest belief that they could localize the 
conflict with Servia. 

But it is impossible any longer to con- 
sider this world war as a continuation of 
that conflict. Servia has vanished com- 
pletely from the horizon, and in the mo- 
ment when that end disappeared~from 
view, each nation found itself suddenly 
fighting for nothing else save its own 
national integrity. The real purposes in 
this war will not come to the surface 
until the balance of the power becomes 
a little more sharply defined. Then in 
the victors’ camp all manner of purposes 
and desires will suddenly spring up wide 
awake. 

When Everything Is Over. 


Meanwhile, little as may be affirmed 
today concerning the prospects for the 
parties in this struggle and the manner 
of the war’s conclusion, this assertion 
may safely be put forth; this world will 
wear a vastly different appearance 
when everything is over. 

We hope, and may reasonably expect, 
that the war will be relatively short. 
The Franco-Prussian war lasted from 
the middle of July to the end of Feb- 
ruary; military operations began early 
in August and closed with the truce of 
Jan. 28. That the present war will be 
Gragged out to so great a length, involy- 


ing so incredible a number of men, de- 
manding so severe a straining of ener- 
gies—especially the financial—on the 
part of all the nations, is hardly con- 
ceivable. But however short a time it 
may last, we shall emerge a world very 
different from before. 

The time is long since past when a 
great war brings in its train no changes 
other than the ceding of a few square 
miles of conquered territory. Under the 
capitalistic method of production, con- 
tinual changes, irreconcilable situations, 
constantly new problems pile up so rapid- 
ly that no great war is any longer possi- 
ble which does not bring with it a pro- 
longed breaking down as well as a 
building up of industrial organisms. 

Especially is it clear that the non- 
European world will undergo a powerful 
change. The non-European nations are 
already in the ascendency; more and 
more they are becoming a strong opposi- 
tion force to Europe. Their advance must 
win tremendous impetus from a war 
which in every case will weaken serious- 
ly the European nations, no matter how 
it may swing the balance of power 
among them. 

The United States particularly will 
derive the greatest profit from the 
struggle. Without any exertion whatso- 
ever she is already able to control the 
entire American market, and in the Far 
East it is possible for_her to exercise 
considerable restraint on her European 
competitors. In time she will be in a 
position to constitute herself the only 
great money power of that section of the 
world which employs the use of free 
capital. Already there is a colossal 
stream of European securities flowing to 
the United States, who is acquiring them 
at the very lowest prices. The remedy 
for the economic wrongs of Europe which 
will be created by this war as well as the 
fixing of indemnities will not’ be possible 
without the aid of America. At the very 
least, the conquered nations will be 
wholly dependent on American capital. 

Next to the United States in this 
amazingly swift advance stand the na- 
tions of Asia and of Islam—Japan, 
China, India, Persia, Turkey with her 
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tributary possessions. The progress of 
these nations has been considerably 
hampered by the control—both financial 
and military—exerted over them by the 
European powers. In the free States 
this control has been suddenly lifted; in 
the dependencies, such as India, Persia, 
and Egypt, it has been materially weak- 
ened, and it will be long before it can 
again operate with the same force. We 
must reckon with the possibility of revolt 
among these nations and of their en- 
trance into the world war. Russia, Eng- 
land, France—these could be consider- 
ably weakened by such a turn of affairs. 
Colonial policy would then show the ob- 
verse side of the medal. It might well 
prove a decided source of military and 
economic strength for Germany that her 
colonial possessions are relatively un- 
important. 


World Imperialism Doomed. 


The stronger the non-European nations 
become, the fewer grow the possibilities 
for a continuation of the policy of em- 
pire. This world war, born in the very 
midst of imperialism, can readily end in 
circumstances which knock the supports 
from under the imperialistic policy. 

It may be said similarly of our world- 
wide preparation for war, that it too has 
been a direct consequence of imperialism; 
and our own party has steadily main- 
tained that it would create an atmos- 
phere in which powder would finally go 
off of itself—a spontaneous combustion. 

The burdens imposed by this war will 
be so terrible that from the financial 
point of view it may be extremely diffi- 
cult if not absolutely impossible when 
peace shall at length have been con- 
cluded to add thereto the burden of re- 
newed preparation for war, especially in 
the face of competition with America, 
strong and industrially intact. 

These changes must inevitably give an 
entirely new aspect to our external as 
well as to our internal political state. To 
what extent will follow changes in the 
political relations of the different classes 
it is too early yet to surmise. But here 
also there is every assurance for the as- 
sertion that political life will recom- 
mence stronger than ever before. 


As soon as the “ Critique of Weapons ” 
ceases, immediately the weapons of criti- 
cism are bound to take on a sharper 
edge. What forms critical effort will 
assume, against what it will direct its 
force, what circumstances will bring it to 
maturity, all of this lies in the lap of 
Time. In any case, Social Democracy, 
like any other party, will in that time 
need the full measure of its strength to 
assert itself and to protect the interests 
of the class of which it is made up. To 
preserve this strength through the vicis- 
situdes which the future has in store is 
presently to be the most important prob- 
lem of our internal politics. 


We must hold intact the organizations 
and the party organs together with the 
trade unions; we must guard their mem- 
bers from imprudences as well as from 
defection. This goes without saying and 
there is no true comrade who will not 
act in this spirit. 

No less necessary, however, is unity 
within the party, the absolute relinquish- 
ing of all petty individual grievances. 
We are a party committed to self- 
criticism, but in time of a great crisis 
criticism must become mute. Never has 
it been more difficult, never, in fact, less 
possible, to adopt and to maintain a posi- 
tion which would satisfy every Socialist 
without exception. Every war brings 
Social Democracy into the fatal dilemma 
between the necessity for defending our 
individual homes on the one hand and, 
on the other, for preserving international 
solidarity. The present war confronts 
us as well as the army staff with par- 
ticular difficulties, for it is a war pos- 
sessing many faces. It is not only a war 
against the Czar of Russia, but also 
against the democracies of France and 
England, whose Governments felt them- 
selves forced out of fear of isolation and 
later subjection to stand by the Russian 
Czar. Ess 

We can very easily understand how to 
many this or that decision by our party 
may seem a false step, but it would be 
still more false, still more disastrous, 
were we, through any difference of opin- 
ion, to allow an internal disagreement to 
arise. In time of war discipline is not 
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for the army alone; for a party it, too, 
is the first requirement. Under its rule 
we must all stand together, more coura- 
geous, more firmly united than ever 
before. Not criticism but faith is now 
the essential condition of our success. 
KARL KAUTSKY. 


SOCIALISTS OF ITALY FIRM. 


Manifesto Resenting German Mission of 
Herr Sudekum Issued by Socialist 
Party at Rome, Sept. 3. 


We are Socialists, and we do not 
hesitate to proclaim that the sending of 
a Socialist mission from Germany to 
Italy at this moment cannot be free from 
insidious suspicion; and as such it of- 
fends the dignity and the independence 
of Italian socialism, and offends it so 
much more because international social- 
ism knows that on German Socialists 
depended the lesser or greater efficacy 
in the action of international socialism 
to arrest the provocative struggle of 
armaments promoted by Germany, and 
thus to prevent war. 


__ It offends it so much more because the 

German Socialist Party, assuming for the 
justification of the aggressive policy of 
Germany and Austria the same argu- 
ments as the Kaiser’s diplomacy, has lost 
the right to attach itself to the ties of 
international socialism. 


We have thus far kept silent, not to 
disturb the neutrality proclaimed since 
the outbreak of the war by the Italian 
people, irrevocably decided not to dis- 
honor themselves before the world and 
before history in giving aid to Austria 
and Germany, and requiring peace after 
two years of war in Lybia. 


Today, however, we are no longer able 
to be silent in the presence of German 
Socialist activity encouraging the ob- 
scure play of diplomatic intrigues on the 
part of the Governments of the ex-Triple 
Alliance, which tends to move Italian 
neutrality toward the tortuous and peril- 
ous paths of indirect co-operation. We 
want to affirm that our wishes are for 


the immediate cessation of the war with- 
out conquerors or conquered. 


But if now this hope is vain, we ex- 
press our desire that this infamous war 
may be concluded by the defeat of those 
who have provoked it; the Austrian and 
German Empires, since the empires of 
Austria and Germany form the rampart 
of European reaction, even more than 
Russia, which. is shaken by democratic 
and Socialist forces, which have shown 
that they know how to attempt a heroic 
effort of liberation; since if the German 
and Austrian Empires emerge victorious 
from the war it will mean the triumph 
of military absolutism in its most brutal 
expression, of a barbarian horde mas- 
sacring, devastating, destroying, and 
conquering in violation of every treaty 
and right and law. 


Nor do the German Socialists give us 
any confidence of knowing how to re- 
strain this; in the past they have only 
been able to realize advantageous con- 
trasts of labor and to attain gigantic 
election results without exercising any 
influence in the policy of their own coun- - 
try. 

The defeat of the German Empire may 
instead offer German socialism the op- 
portunity of emerging from its voluntary 
impotence and redeem itself by breaking 
down the feudal political régime of the 
empire, taking away from Russian abso- 
lutism the assistance it has hitherto en- 
joyed, and contributing to alter decisive- 
ly the aims of all European policy. 


Since, finally, the victory of the 
French Republic, now imbued with gen- 
uine socialism, and that of England, 
where the truest democracy flourishes, 
signifies the victory of a European po- 
litical régime open to all social conquests - 
and desiring peace, it signifies the agree- 
ment between States at last free and 
nationally reinforced by the limitation of 
armaments and the substitution of a sys- 
tem of national militia for defense in the 
place of hordes professionally organized 
for aggression, which would imply the 
liberation as well of the German people. 


Therefore, under actual conditions, 
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while nearly the whole of Europe is at 
war, we may well raise our cry of horror 
and of protest; but our protest strikes 
only those who desired the war, not those 
who submit to it to defend themselves 
against oppression. 


In this war is outlined on one side 
the defense of European reaction, on the 
other the defense of all revolutions, past 
and future, brought about by historical 
necessity stronger than the intentions of 
Governments. And because of this we 
must confirm that there remains for us 
only one way of being internationalists 
—namely, to declare ourselves loyally in 
favor of whoever fights the empires of 
reaction, just as the Italian Socialists 
residing in Paris have understood that 
one way only remains to be anti-militar- 
ist—to arm and fight against the empires 
of militarism. 

This is our answer as Italian Social- 
ists to the German Socialists. 


BRITISH MANIFESTO. 


Issued by Keir Hardie and Arthur Hen- 
derson, July 31. 


The long-threatened European war is 
now upon us. For more than 100 years 
no such danger has confronted eiviliza- 
tion. It is for you to take full account of 
the desperate situation and to act 
promptly and vigorously in the interest 
of peace. You have never been consulted 
about the war. 

Whatever may be the rights and 
wrongs of the sudden, crushing attack 
made by the militarist Empire of Austria 
upon Servia, it is certain that the work- 
ers of all countries likely to be drawn 
into the conflict must strain every nerve 
to prevent their Governments from com- 
mitting them to war. 


Everywhere Socialists and the organ- 
ized forces of labor are taking this 
course. Everywhere vehement protests 
are made against the greed and intrigues 
of militarists and armament mongers. 

We call upon you to do the same here 
in Great Britain upon an even more im- 
pressive scale. 


Hold vast demonstra-- 


tions against war in every industrial cen- 
tre. Compel those of the governing class 
and their press who are eager to com- 
mit you to co-operate with Russian des- 
potism to keep silence and respect the 
decision of the overwhelming majority 
of the people, who will have neither part 
nor lot in such infamy. The success of 
Russia at the present day would be a 
curse to the world. 


There is no time to lose. Already, by 
secret agreements and understandings, 
of which the democracies of the civilized 
world know only by rumor, steps are be- 
ing taken which may fling us all into the 
fray. 

Workers, stand together therefore for 
peace! Combine and conquer the mili- 
tarist enemy and the self-seeking impe- 
rialists today, once and for all. 

Men and women of Britain, you have 
now an unexampled opportunity of ren- 
dering a magnificent service to humanity 
and to the world! 

Proclaim that for you the days of 
plunder and butchery have gone by; send 
messages of peace and fraternity to your 
fellows who have less liberty than you. 
Down with class rule! Down with the 
rule of brute force! Down with war! 
Up with the peaceful rule of the people! 
(Signed on behalf of the British Section 

of the International Socialist Bureau,) 
J. KEIR HARDIE, 
ARTHUR HENDERSON. 


KEIR HARDIE’S QUESTIONS. 


Directed at Sir Edward Grey, British 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, in 
House of Commons, Aug. 27. 

Mr. Keir Hardie (Merthyr Tydvil, 
Lab.) asked the Secretary for Foreign 
Affairs whether the suggestions for a 
peace settlement made by the German 
Ambassador, [“ White Paper,” Page 66, 
Item No. 123,] together with his invita- 
tion to the Foreign Secretary to put for- 
ward proposals of his own which would 
be acceptable as a basis for neutrality, 
were submitted to and considered by the 
Cabinet; and, if not, why proposals in- 
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volving such far-reaching possibilities 
were thus rejected. 

Sir E. Grey (Northumberland, Ber- 
wick)—These were personal suggestions 
made by the Ambassador on Aug. 1, and 
without authority to alter the conditions 
of neutrality proposed to us by the Ger- 
man Chancellor in No. 85 in the “ White 
Paper ’—Miscellaneous, No. 6, [1914.] 

The Cabinet did, however, consider 
most carefully the next morning—that 
is, Sunday, Aug. 2—the conditions on 
which we could remain neutral, and came 
to the conclusion that respect for the 
neutrality of Belgium must be one of 
these conditions. [“ Hear, hear!”] The 
German Chancellor had already been told 
on July 30 that we could not bargain that 
way. 

On Monday, Aug. 3, I made a state- 
ment in the House accordingly. I had 
seen the German Ambassador again at 
his own request on Monday, and he urged 
me most strongly, though he said that he 
did not know the plans of the German 
military authorities, not to make the 
neutrality of Belgium one of our con- 
ditions when I spoke in the House. It 
was a day of great pressure, for we had 
another Cabinet in the morning, and I 
had no time to record the conversation, 
and therefore it does not appear in the 
“ White Paper”; but it was impossible to 
withdraw that condition [loud cheers] 
without becoming a consenting party to 
the violation of the treaty, and subse- 
quently to a German attack on Belgium. 


After I spoke in the House we made 
to the German Government the com- 
munication described in No. 153 in the 
“White Paper” about the neutrality of 
Belgium. Sir Edward Goschen’s report 
of ‘the reply to that communication had 
not been received when the “ White 
Paper ” was printed and laid. It will be 
laid before Parliament to complete the 
“ White Paper.” 


I have been asked why I did not refer 
to No. 123 in the “ White Paper” when 
I spoke in the House on Aug. 3. If I had 
referred to suggestions to us as to con- 
ditions of neutrality I must have referred 
to No. 85, the proposals made, not per- 


sonally by the Ambassador, but officially 
by the German Chancellor, which were 
so condemned by the Prime Minister sub- 
sequently, and this would have made the 
case against the German Government 
much stronger than I did make it in my 
speech. [“ Hear, hear!’”] I deliberately 
refrained from doing that then. 


Let me add this about personal sug- 
gestions made by the German Ambassa- 
dor, as distinct from communications 
made on behalf of his Government. He 
worked for peace; but real authority 
at Berlin did not rest with him and others 
like him, and that is one reason why our 
efforts for peace failed. [Loud cheers.] 

Mr. Keir Hardie—May I ask whether 
any attempt was made to open up nego- 
tiations with Germany on the basis of 
suggestions here set forth by the Ger- 
man Ambassador ? 

Sir EL. Grey—The German Ambassador 
did not make any basis of suggestions. 
It was the German Chancellor who made 
the basis of suggestions. The German 
Ambassador, speaking on his own per- 
sonal initiative and without authority, 
asked whether we would formulate con- 
ditions on which we would be neutral. 
We did go into that question, and 
those conditions were stated to the House 
and made known to the German Ambas- 
sador. 

Mr. Keir Hardie [who was received 
with cries of “Oh!” from all parts of 
the House]—May I ask whether the Ger- 
man authorities at Berlin repudiated the 
suggestions of their Ambassador in Lon- 
don, and whether any effort at all [re- 
newed cries of “ Oh!” and “ Order!”] was 
made to find out how far the German 
Government would have agreed to the 
suggestions put before them by their 
own Ambassador? 


REPLY TO MINISTER GREY. 


Made by J. Ramsay Macdonald, Member 
of Socalist Labor Party, in House 
of Commons, Aug. 4. 
I would have preferred to remain silent 
this afternoon, but circumstances do not 
permit of it. I shall model what I have 
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to say upon the two speeches to which 
we have just listened. The right honor- 
able gentleman has delivered a speech 
the echoes of which will go down in 
history. However much we may resist 
the conclusions to which we have come, 
we have not been able to resist the mov- 
ing character of his appeal. [“ Hear, 
hear!’’] : 


I think, however, he is wrong, and I 
think the Government for which he 
speaks is wreng., I think the verdict of 
history will be that they are wrong. 


The effect of the right honorable 
gentleman’s speech in this House will 
not be its final effect. There may or 
may not be opportunities for us to go 
into details, but I want to say to the 
House, and without provocation, that if 
the right honorable gentleman had come 
here today and told us that our country 
was in danger, then I do not care what 
party he appealed to or to what class, 
we would be behind him. We would vote 
him what money he wants, and we would 
go further, for we would offer him our- 
selves—if the country was in danger. 
[Cries of “ But it is!”] He has not per- 
suaded me that it is, and he has not 
persuaded honorable friends with me 
that it is. 


I am perfectly certain that when the 
right honorable gentleman’s speech gets 
into cold print tomorrow he will not per- 
suade a large section of the country. If 
the nation’s honor were in danger we 
would be with them. There has been no 
crime committed by statesmen of this 
character without those statesmen ap- 
pealing to the nation’s honor. 


We went into the Crimean war be- 
cause of our honor; we rushed into the 
South African war because of our honor, 
and the right honorable gentleman is ap- 
pealing to us today because of our honor. 


If the right honorable gentleman would 
come to us and say that a small Euro- 
pean nationality like Belgium is in dan- 
ger [cries of “It is invaded!”] and 
would assure us that he is going to con- 
fine the conflict to that quarter, then we 
will support him. But what is the use 
of talking about going to the aid of Bel- 
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gium when you are really going into a 
European war which will not leave the 
map of Europe as it was before. 


The right honorable gentleman said 
nothing about Russia. We want to know 
about that and try and find out what is 
going to happen after this is all over. 
We are not going to go blindly into this 
conflict without having at least some 
rough idea of what is going to happen 
afterward. 


At all events, so far as France is con- 
cerned, we can say solemnly and defi- 
nitely that no such friendship as is de- 
scribed by the right honorable gentleman 
between one nation and another can ever 
justify one of those nations going into 
war on behalf of the other. 


If France is really in danger, if as the 
result of all this we are going to have 
the power, civilization and genius of 
France removed in European history, let 
the right honorable gentleman say so. 
It is an absolutely impossible conception. 

So far as we are concerned, whatever 
attacks may be made upon us, whatever 
may be said about us, we will take the 
action that he will take by saying that 
this country ought to have remained neu- 
tral [Labor cheers] because in the deep- 
est parts of our hearts we believe that 
that was right and that that alone was 
consistent with the honor of the country 
and the traditions of the party that are 
now in office. 


MR. MACDONALD REPENTS. 


But Does Not Recant—Accusation of 
The London Times. 


It is to be noted that while Mr. Mac- 
donald has never withdrawn his accusa- 
tions of bad faith against the Govern- 
ment—while he allows them still to be 
circulated as a broadsheet—he_ ventures 
to pose as having abandoned them. 
Belgian neutrality was, he said in The 
Labour Leader, and in effect in the 
Uouse of Commons also, being used as 
an excuse—it was “a pretty game of 
hypocrisy.” But writing in The Lei- 
cester Daily Post on Sept. 24 in 
vindication of his attitude he said: 
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On one point I wish to be quite clear. 
* * * We could not afford, either from 
the point of view of honor or of interest, 
to see Germany occupy Belgium, The 
war that comes nearest having a Divine 
justification is the war in which a great 
and mighty State engages to protect a 
small nation. From that position I have 
never receded. In the controversies that 
have been raised I have doubted whether, 
when our diplomacy is judged with the 
whole of the facts before the judges, it 
will come well out of its trial on this 
point, but that when the popular senti- 
ment of the country is judged it will 
come out clean and fine, so far as Bel- 
gium is concerned, I am quite convinced. 
This is the man who charges the 
Government with dragging the country 
into war because it would not acquiesce 
in the German armies marching through 
Belgium on the condition that the in- 
tegrity and independence of Belgium 


were respected! 


And will it be believed that Mr. Mac- 
donald, whose indictment of the Govern- 
ment for deliberately dragging us into 
an unnecessary war is still in circula- 
tion, has actually ventured to associate 
himself with the recruiting movement? 

In the House of Commons on Aug. 3 
Mr. Macdonald predicted that Sir Ed- 
ward Grey’s statement “ would not per- 
suade a large section of the country.” 
That prediction having been falsified, it 
has been necessary for the prophet to 
hedge. So when a recruiting meeting 
was held in Leicester on Sept. 11, 
Mr. Ramsay Macdonald wrote a letter 


NS 


to the Mayor expressing his regret that 
he could not be present, and saying: 


Victory must be ours. England is not 
played out. Her mission is not accom- 
plished. She can, if she would, take the 
place of esteemed honor among the de- 
mocracies of the world, and if peace is to 
come with healing on her wings the 
democracies of Europe must be her guard- 
ians. There should be no doubt about 
that. * * * History will in due time ap- 
portion the praise and the blame, but the 
young men of the country must, for the 
moment, settle the immediate issue of 
victory. Let them do it in the spirit of 
the brave men who have’ crowned our 
country with honor in the times that are 
gone. * * * Should an opportunity arise 
to enable me to appeal to the pure love of 
country * * * JT shall gladly take that 
opportunity. If need be, I shall make it for 
myself. I want the serious men of the 
trade union, the brotherhood, and sim- 
ilar movements to face their duty. To 
such men it is enough to-say ‘* England 
has need of you.’”’ 


Thus the mar who is doing his: best 
to enfeeble sympathy abroad for his 
country’s cause, by representing that 
cause as one based on hypocrisy, is at 
the same time exhorting his fellow- 
countrymen to make the hypocrisy vic- 
torious! = 

Clearly, when the officials of the 
Berlin news department described Mr. 
Ramsay Macdonald as “Ramsay and 
Macdonald” they were not so ill-in- 
formed as at first appeared. 


Though Mr. Macdonald is not two 
persons, he has at least two voices. 


CHARLES W. ELIOT 


‘ (Photo (ec) by Paul Thompson.) 
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See’ Page 413 
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What Americans Say to Europe 


In the Supreme Court of 
Civilization 


Argued by James M. Beck. 


THE NEw YorK TIMES submitted the evidence contained in the official 
“White Paper” of Great Britain, the “Orange Paper” of Russia, 
and the “Gray Paper” of Belgium to James_M. Beck, late Assistant 
Attorney General of the United States and a leader of the New York 
bar, who has argued many of the most important cases before the 


Supreme Court. 


ing article the case of Dual Alliance vs. Triple Entente. 


On this evidence Mr. Beck has argued in the follow- 


It has been 


widely circulated in France and Great Britain, 


ET us suppose that in this year 
of dis-Grace, Nineteen Hundred 
and Fourteen, there had existed, 

as let us pray will one day 
exist, a Supreme Court of Civilization, 
before which the sovereign nations could 
litigate their differences without resort 
to the iniquitous and less effective ap- 
peal to the arbitrament of arms. 


Let us further suppose that each of 
the contending nations had a sufficient 
leaven of Christianity to have its griev- 
ances adjudged not by the ethics of the 


cannon or the rifle, but by the eternal 
criterion of justice. 

What would be the judgment of that 
august tribunal? 

Any discussion of the ethical merits 
of this great controversy must start 
with the assumption that there is an 
international morality. 

This fundamental axiom, upon which 
the entire basis of civilization neces- 
sarily rests, is challenged by a small 
class of intellectual perverts. 

Some hold that moral considerations 
must be subordinated either to military 
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necessity or so-called manifest destiny. 
This is the Bernhardi doctrine. 

Others teach that war is a beneficent 
fatality and that all nations engaged in 
it are therefore equally justified. On 
this theory all of the now contending 
nations are but victims of an irresistible 
current of events, and the highest duty 
of the State is to prepare itself for the 
systematic extermination, when necessary 
or expedient, of its neighbors. 

Notwithstanding the clever platitudes 
under which both these doctrines are 
veiled, all morally sane minds are agreed 
that this war is a great crime against 
civilization, and the only open question 
is, which of the two contending groups 
of powers is morally responsible for that 
crime? 

Was Austria justified in declaring war 
against Servia? 

Was Germany justified in declaring 
war against Russia and France? 


Was England justified in declaring 
war against Germany? 


As the last of these questions is the 
most easily disposed of, it may be con- 
sidered first. 


England’s Justification. 


England’s justification rests upon the 
solemn Treaty of 1839, whereby Prussia, 
France, England, Austria, and Russia 
“became the guarantors” of the “ per- 
petual neutrality” of Belgium, as re- 
affirmed by Count Bismarck, then Chan- 
cellor of the North German Confedera- 
tion, on July 22, 1870, and as even more 
recently reaffirmed in the striking fact 
disclosed in the Belgian “ Gray Book.” 


In the Spring of 1913 a debate was in 
progress in the Budget Committee of the 
Reichstag with reference to the Military 
Budget. In the course of the debate the 
German Secretary of State said: 

“The neutrality of Belgium is deter- 
mined by international conventions, and 
Germany is resolved to respect these con- 
ventions.’” 

To confirm this solemn assurance, the 
Minister of War added in the same de- 
bate: 

** Belgium does not play any part in the 
justification of the German scheme of 
military reorganization, The scheme is 


justified by the position of matters in 
the Hast. Germany will not lose sight of 
the fact that Belgian neutrality is guar- 
anteed by international treaties.”’ 


A year later, on July 31, 1914, Herr 
von Below, the German Minister at Brus- 
sels, assured the Belgian Department of 
State that he knew of a declaration which 
the German Chancellor had made in 1911, 
to the effect “that Germany had no in- 
tention of violating our neutrality,” and 
“that he was certain that the sentiments 
to which expression was given at that 
time had not changed.” (See Belgian 
“ Gray Book,” Nos. 11 and 12.) 


Apart from these treaty stipulations, 
which are only declaration of Belgium’s 
vights as sovereign nations, The Hague 
Conference, in which forty-four nations 
(including Germany) participated, re- 
affirmed as an axiom of international 
law the inherent right of-a nation to the 
sanctity of its territory. 


It seems unnecessary to discuss the 
wanton disregard of these solemn obliga- 
tions and protestations, when the pres- 
ent Chancellor of the German Empire, in 
his speech to the Reichstag and to the 
world on Aug. 4, 1914, frankly admitted 
that the action of the German military 
machine in invading Belgium was a 
wrong. He said: 

** We are now in a state of necessity, 


* and necessity knows no law. Our troops 


have occupied Luxemburg and perhaps 
are already on Belgian soil. Gentlemen, 
that is contrary to the dictates of inter- 
national law. It is true that the French 
Government has declared at Brussels that 
France is willing to respect the neutrality 
of Belgium, so long as her opponent re- 
spects it. We knew, however, that 
France stood ready for invasion. France 
could wait, but we could not wait. A 
French movement upon our flank upon 
the lower Rhine might have been disas- 
trous. So we were compelled to override 
the just protest of the Luxemburg and 
Belgian Governments. The wrong—I 
speak openly—that we are committing 
we will endeavor to make good as soon 
as our military goal has been reached. 
Anybody who is threatened as ~we are 
threatened, and is fighting for his highest . 
possessions, can only have one thought— 
how he is to hack his way through.” 


This defense is not even a plea of con- 
fession and avoidance. It is a plea of 
“Guilty” at the bar of the world. It 
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has one merit, that it does not add to 
the crime the aggravation of hypocrisy. 
It virtually rests the case of Germany 
upon the gospel of Treitschke and Bern- 
hardi, that each nation is justified in 
exerting its physical power to the utmost 
in defense of its selfish interests and 
without any regard to considerations of 
conventional morality. Might as_ be- 
tween nations is the sole criterion of 
right. There is no novelty in this gospel. 
Its only surprising feature is its revival 
in the twentieth century. It was taught 
far more effectively by Machiavelli in 
his treatise, “The Prince,” wherein he 
glorified the policy of Cesare Borgia in 
trampling the weaker States of Italy 
under foot by ruthless terrorism, un- 
bridled ferocity, and the basest decep- 
tion. Indeed, the wanton destruction of 
Belgium is simply Borgiaism amplified 
ten-thousandfold by the mechanical re- 
sources of modern war. 
This Answer Cannot Satisfy. _ 

Unless our boasted civilization is the 
thinnest veneering of barbarism; unless 
the law of the world is in fact only the 
ethics of the rifle and the conscience of 
the cannon; unless mankind after un- 
counted centuries has made no real ad- 
vance in political morality beyond that 
of the cave dweller, then this answer of 
Germany cannot satisfy the “decent re- 
spect to the opinions of mankind.” 
Germany’s contention that a treaty of 
peace is “a scrap of paper,” to be dis- 
regarded at will when required by the 


selfish interests of one contracting party, — 


is the negation of all that civilization 
stands for. 

Belgium has been crucified in the face 
of the world. Its innocence of any of- 
fense, until it was attacked, is too clear 
for argument. Its voluntary immolation 
to preserve its solemn guarantee of neu- 
trality will “plead like angels, trumpet- 
tongued, against the deep damnation of 
its taking off.” On that issue the Su- 
preme Court could have no ground for 
doubt or hesitation. Its judgment would 
be speedy and inexorable. 

The remaining two issues, above re- 
ferred to, are not so simple. Primarily 
and perhaps exclusively, the ethical ques- 
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tion turns upon the issues raised by the 


communications which passed between 
the various Chancelleries of Europe in 
the last week of July, for it is the amaz- 
ing feature of this greatest of all wars 
that it was precipitated by diplomats and 
rulers, and, assuming that all these 
statesmen sincerely desired a peaceful 
solution of the questions raised by the 
Austrian ultimatum, (which is by no 
means clear,) it was the result of inef- 
fective diplomacy and clumsy diplomacy 
at that. 


I quite appreciate the distinction be- 
tween the immediate causes of a war 
and the anterior and more fundamental 
causes; nevertheless, with the world in 
a state of Summer peace on July 23, 
1914, an issue, gravely affecting the in- 
tegrity of nations and the balance of 
power in Europe, is suddenly precipitated 
by the Austrian ultimatum, and there- 
after and for the space of about a week 
a series of diplomatic communications 
passed between the Chancelleries of 
Europe, designed on their face to pre- 
vent a war and yet so ineffective that 
the war is precipitated and the fearful 
Rubicon crossed before the world knew, 
except imperfectly, the nature of the dif- 
ferences between the Governments in- 
volved. The ethical aspects of this great 
conflict must largely depend upon the 
record that has been made up by the of- 
ficial communications which can, there- 
fore, be treated as documentary evidence 
in a litigated case. 


A substantial part of that record is 
already before the court of public opinion 
in the British and German “ White 
Papers,” the Russian “ Orange Paper,” 
and the Belgian “Gray Paper,” and the 
purpose of this article is to discuss what 
judgment an impartial and dispassion- 
ate court would render upon the issues 
thus raised and the evidence thus sub- 
mitted. ; 

Primarily such a court would be deeply 
impressed not only by what the record 
as thus made up discloses, but also by 
the significant omissions of documents 
known to be in existence. 

The official defense of England and 
Russia does not apparently show any 
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failure on the part of either to submit 
all of the documents in their possession, 
but the German “ White Paper” on its 
face discloses the suppression of docu- 
ments of vital importance, while Austria 
has as yet failed to submit any of the 
documentary evidence in its possession. 


We know from the German “ White 
Paper ”’—even if we did not conclude as 
a matter of irresistible inference—that 
many important communications passed 
in this crisis between Germany and Aus- 
tria, and it is probable that some com- 
munications must also have passed be- 
tween those two countries and Italy. 
Italy, despite its embarrassing position, 
owes to the world the duty of a full dis- 
‘closure. What such disclosure would 
probably show is indicated by her de- 
liberate conclusion that her allies had 
commenced an aggressive war, which re- 
leased her from any obligation under the 
Triple Alliance. : 


The fact that communications passed 
between Berlin and Vienna, the text of 
which has never been disclosed, is not a 
matter of conjecture. Germany admits 
and asserts as part of her defense that 
she faithfully exercised her mediatory.in- 
fluence with Austria, but not only is such 
mediatory influence not disclosed by any 
practical results of such mediation, but 
the text of these vital communications is 
still kept in the secret archives of Berlin 
and Vienna. 

Thus in the official apology for Ger- 
many it is stated that, in spite of the 
refusal of Austria to accept the propo- 
sition of Sir Edward Grey to treat the 
Servian reply “as a basis for further 
conversations,” 

““we [Germany] continued our mediatory 

efforts to the utmost and advised Vienna 

to make any possible compromise con- 

sistent with the dignity of the Monarchy.”’ 
[German ‘‘ White Paper.’’] 

This would be more convincing if the 
German Foreign Office in giving other 
diplomatic documents had only added the 
text of the advice which it thus gave 
Vienna. 

The same significant omission will be 
found when the same official defense 
states that on July 29 the German Gov- 
ernment advised Austria “to begin the 


conversations with Mr. Sazonof.” But 
here again the text is not found among 
the documents which the German For- 
eign Office has given to the world. 
The communications, which passed be- 
tween that office and its Ambassadors 
in St. Petersburg, Paris, and London, 
are given in extenso, but among the 
twenty-seven communications appended 
to the German official defense it is most 
significant that not a single communica- 
tion is given of the many which passed 
from Berlin to Vienna and only two that 
passed from Vienna to Berlin. 


This cannot be an accident. Germany 
has seen fit to throw the veil of secrecy 
over the text of its communications to 
Vienna, although professing to give the 
purport of a few of them. 


Until Germany is willing to put the 
most important documents in its posses- 
sion in evidence, it must not be sur- 
prised that the world, remembering Bis- 
marck’s garbling of the Ems dispatch, 
which precipitated the Franco-Prussian 
war, will be incredulous as to the sin- 
cerity of Germany’s mediatory efforts. 


Austria’s Case Against Servia. 

To discuss the justice of Austria’s 
grievances against Servia would take us 
outside the documentary record and into 
the realm of disputed facts and would 
expand this discussion far beyond rea- 
sonable length. 


Let us therefore suppose arguendo 
that our imaginary court would com- 
mence its consideration with the assump- 
tion that Austria had a just grievance 
against Servia, and that the murder of 
the Archduke on June 28, 1914, while in 
fact committed by Austrian citizens of 
Servian sympathies on Austrian soil, had 
its inspiration and encouragement in the 
political activities either of the Servian 
Government or of political organizations 
of that country. 

The question for decision would. then 
be not whether Austria had a just griev- 
ance against Servia, but whether having 
regard to the obligations which Austria, 
as well as every other country, owes to 
civilization, she proceeded in the right 
manner to redress her grievance. 
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On June 28, 1914, the Austrian Crown 
Prince was murdered at Serajevo. For 
nearly a month there was no action by 
Austria, and no public statement what- 
ever of its intentions. The world pro- 
foundly sympathized with Austria in its 
new trouble, and especially with its aged 
monarch, who, like King Lear, was “as 
full of grief as years and wretched in 
both.” ; 


The Servian Government had formerly 
disclaimed any complicity with the assas- 
sination and had pledged itself to punish 
any Servian citizen implicated therein. 


From time to time, from June 28 to 
July 23, there came semi-inspired inti- 
mations from Vienna that that country 
intended to act with great self-restraint 
and in the most pacific manner. In his 
speech to the French Chamber of Depu- 
ties, Viviani says that Europe had in 
the interval preceding July 23 express 
assurances from Austria that its course 
would be moderate and _ conciliatory. 
Never was it even hinted that Germany 
and Austria were about to apply in a 
time of profound peace a match to the 
powder magazine of Europe. 


This is strikingly shown’ by the first 
letter in the English “White Paper” 
from Sir Edward Grey to Sir H. Rum- 
bold, dated July 20, 1914. It is one of 
the most significant documents in the 
entire correspondence. At the time this 
letter was written it is altogether prob- 
able that Austria’s arrogant and most 
unreasonable ultimatum had already been 
framed and approved in Vienna, and pos- 
sibly in Berlin, and yet Sir Edward Grey, 
the Foreign Minister of a great and 
friendly country, had so little knowledge 
of Austria’s policy that he 


“asked the German Ambassador today 
(July 20) if he had any news of what 
was going on in Vienna with regard to 
Servia.” The German Ambassador re- 
plied “ that he had not, but Austria was 
certainly going to take some step.” 


Sir Edward Grey adds that he told 
the German Ambassador that he had 
learned that Count Berchtold, the Aus- 
trian Foreign Minister, 


— 


“in speaking to the Italian Ambassador 
in Vienna, had deprecated the sugges- 
tion that the situation was grave, but 
had said that it should be cleared up.” 
The German Minister then replied that 
it would be desirable “if Russia could 
act as a mediator with regard to Servia,” 
so that the first suggestion of Russia 
playing the part of the peacemaker came 
from the German Ambassador in Lon- 
don. Sir Edward Grey then adds that 
he told the German Ambassador that he 


“assumed that the Austrian Government 
would not do anything until they had 
first disclosed to the public their case 
against Servia, founded presumably upon 
what they had discovered at the trial,” 

and the German Ambassador assented 


to this assumption. 
[English “ White Paper,” No. 1.] 

Hither the German Ambassador was 
then deceiving Sir Edward Grey, on the 
theory that the true function of an Am- 
bassador is “to lie for his country,” or 
the thunderbolt was being launched with 
such secrecy that even the German Am- 
bassador in England did not know what 
was then in progress. 

The British Ambassador at Vienna re- 
ports to Sir Edward Grey: 

“The delivery at Belgrade on the 23d 


July of the note to Servia. was preceded 
by a period of absolute silence at the 


Ballplatz.” 


He proceeds to say that with the ex- 
ception of the German Ambassador at 
Vienna—note the significance of the ex- 
ception—not a single member of the 
Diplomatic Corps knew anything of the 
Austrian ultimatum and that the French 
Ambassador when he visited the Austrian 
Foreign Office on July 23 was not only 
kept in ignorance that the ultimatum had 
actually been issued, but was given the 
impression that its tone was moderate. 
Even the Italian Ambassador was not 
taken into Count Berchtold’s confidence. 
[Dispatch from Sir M. de Bunsen to Sir 

Edward Grey, dated Sept. 1, 1914.] 

No better proof of this sense of secur- 
ity need be adduced than that the French 
President and her Foreign Minister were 
thousands of miles from Paris, and the 
Russian Minister had, after the funeral 
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of the Austrian Archduke, left Vienna 
for his annual holiday. 


The interesting and important question 
here suggests itself whether Germany 
had knowledge of and approved in ad- 
- vance the Austrian ultimatum. If it did, 
it was guilty of duplicity, for the Ger- 
man Ambassador at St. Petersburg gave 
to the Russian Minister of Foreign Af- 
fairs an express assurance that 


“the German Government had no 
knowledge of the text of the Austrian 
note before it was handed in and has not 
exercised any influence on its contents. 
It is a mistake to attribute to Germany 
a threatening attitude.” 


[Russian “ Orange Paper,” No. 18.] 


This statement is inherently improb- 
able. Austria was the.weaker of the 
two allies and it was Germany’s sabre 
that it was rattling in the face of 
Europe. Obviously Austria could not 
have proceeded to extreme measures, 
which it was recognized from the first 
would antagonize Russia, unless it had 
the support of Germany, and there is a 
probability, amounting to a moral cer- 
tainty, that it would not have committed 
itself and Germany to the possibility of 
a European war without first consulting 
Germany. 


Moreover, we have the testimony of 
Sir M. de Bunsen, the English Ambas- 
sador in Vienna, who advised Sir Ed- 
ward Grey that he had “ private informa- 
tion that the German Ambassador (at 
Vienna) knew the text of the Austrian 
ultimatum to Servia before it was dis- 
patched and telegraphed it to the Ger- 
man Emperor,” and that the Ger- 
man Ambassador himself “indorses 
every line of it.’ [English ‘“ White 
Paper,” No. 95.] As he does not disclose 
the source of his “private information,” 
this testimony would not by itself be con- 
vincing, but when we examine Germany’s 
official defense in the German “ White 
Paper,” we find that the German Foreign 
Office admits that it was consulted by 
Austria previous to the ultimatum and 
not only approved of Austria’s course but 


literally gave her a carte blanche to pro- 
ceed. 

This point seems so important in de- 
termining the sincerity of Germany’s at- 
titude and pacific protestations that we 
quote in extenso. After referring to the 
previous friction between Austria and 
Servia, the German “White Paper” 
says: 

“In view of these circumstances, Aus- 
tria had to admit that it would not be 
consistent either with the dignity or self- 
preservation of the monarchy to look on 
longer at the operations on the other side 
of the border without taking action. The 
Austro-Hungarian Government advised 
us of this view of the situation and asked 
our opinion in the matter. We were able 
to assure our ally most heartily of our 
agreement with her view of the situation 
and to assure her that any action that 
she might consider it necessary to take 
in order to put an end to the movement 
in Servia directed against the exist- 
ence of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy 
would receive our approval. We were 
fully aware in this connection that war- 
like moves on the part of Austria- 
Hungary against Servia would bring 
Russia into the question and might draw 
us into a war in accordance with our 
duties as an ally.” 


Sir M. de Bunsen’s credible testimony 
is further confirmed by the fact that the 
British Ambassador at Berlin, in his let- 
ter of July 22 to Sir Edward Grey, states 
that on the preceding night (July 21) 
he had met the German Secretary of 
State for Foreign Affairs, and an allu- 
sion was made to a possible action by 
Austria. 

“His Excellency was evidently of 
opinion that this step on Austria’s part 
would have been made ere this. He in- 
sisted that the question at issue was one 
for settlement between Servia and Aus- 
tria alone, and that there should be no 
interference from outside in the discus- 
sions between those two countries,” 

He adds that while he had- regarded 
it as inadvisable that his country should 
approach Austria-Hungary in the mat- 
ter, he had 


“on several occasions in conversation 
with the Servian Minister emphasized 


IN THE SUPREME COURT OF CIVILIZATION 


419 


=" 


the extreme importance that Austro- 
Servian relations should be put on a 
proper footing.” 


[English “ White Paper,” No. 2.] 


Here we have the first statement of 
Germany’s position in the matter, a posi- 
tion which subsequent events showed to 
be entirely untenable, but to which Ger- 
many tenaciously adhered to the very 
end, and which did much to precipitate 
the war. Forgetful of the solidarity of 
European civilization and the fact that 
by policy and diplomatic intercourse con- 
tinuing through many centuries a United 
European State exists, even though its 
organization be as yet inchoate, he took 
the ground that Austria should be per- 
mitted to proceed to aggressive measures 
against Servia without interference from 
any other power, even though, as was 
inevitable, the humiliation of Servia 
would destroy the status of the Balkan 
States and even threaten the European 
balance of power. - 


No space need be taken in convincing 
any reasonable man that this Austrian 
ultimatum to Servia was brutal in its 
tone and unreasonable in its demands. 
It would be difficult to find in history a 
more offensive document, and its iniquity 
was enhanced by the short shriving time 
which it gave either Servia or Europe. 
Servia had forty-eight hours to answer 
whether it would compromise its sov- 
ereignty, and virtually admit its com- 
plicity in a crime which it had steadily 
disavowed. As the full text of the ulti- 
matum first reached the Foreign Chan- 
celleries nearly twenty-four hours after 
its service upon Servia, the other Euro- 
pean nations had barely a day to con- 
sider what could be done to preserve the 
peace of Europe before that peace was 
fatally compromised. 


[English “ White Paper,” No. 5; Rus- 
sian “ Orange Paper,” No. 3.] 

Further confirmation that the German 
Foreign Office did have advance knowl- 
edge of at least the substance of the ul- 
timatum is shown by the fact that on 
the same day the ultimatum was issued 
the Chancellor of the German Empire 
instructed the German Ambassadors in 


Paris, London, and St. Petersburg to ad- 
vise the English, French, and Russian 
Governments that 

“the acts as well as the demands of the 


Austro-Hungarian Government cannot 
but be looked upon as justified.” 


[German “White Paper,” Annex 1B.] 


How could Germany thus indorse the 
“demands” if it did not know the sub- 
stance of the ultimatum? 


The hour when these instructions were 
sent is not given, so that it does not fol- 
low that these significant instructions 
were necessarily prior to the service of 
the ultimatum at Belgrade at 6 P. M. 
Nevertheless, as the ultimatum did not 
reach the other capitals of Europe until 
the following day, as the diplomatic cor- 
respondence clearly shows, it seems im- 
probable that the German Foreign Of- 
fice would have issued this very care- 
fully prepared and formal warning to 
the other powers on July the 23d unless 
it had not only knowledge of Austria’s 
intention to serve the. ultimatum but 
also at least of the substance thereof. 


While it may be that Germany, while 
indorsing in blank the policy of Austria, 
purposely refrained from examining the 
text of the communication, so that it 
could thereafter claim that it was not 
responsible for Austria’s action—a policy - 
which would not lessen the discreditable 
character of the whole business—yet the 
more reasonable assumption is that the 
simultaneous issuance of Austria’s ulti- 
matum at Belgrade and Germany’s 
warning to the powers were the result 
of a concerted action and had a com- 
mon purpose. No court or jury, reason- 
ing along the ordinary inferences of hu- 
man life, would question this conclusion 
for a moment. 


The communication for the German 
Foreign Office last referred to antici- 
pates that Servia “ will refuse to comply 
with these demands ”—why, if they were 
justified ?—and. Germany suggests to 
France, England, and Russia that if, as 
a result of such non-compliance, Austria 
has “recourse to military measures,” 
that “the choice of means must be left 
tonite: 
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The German Ambassadors in the three 
capitals were instructed 
“to lay particular stress on the view 
that the above question is one the settle- 
ment of which devolves solely upon Aus- 
tria-Hungary and Servia, and one which 
the powers should earnestly strive to 
confine to the two countries concerned,” 
and he added that Germany strongly 
desired 
“that the dispute be localized, since any 
intervention of another power, on account 
of the various alliance obligations, would 
bring consequences impossible to meas- 
ure.” 

This is one of the most significant 
documents in the whole correspondence. 
If Germany were as ignorant as her 
Ambassador at London affected to be of 
the Austrian policy and ultimatum, and 
if Germany was not then instigating and 
supporting Austria in its perilous course, 
why should the German Chancellor have 
served this threatening notice upon Eng- 
land, France, and Russia, that Austria 
must be left free to make war upon Ser- 
via, and that any attempt to intervene in 
behalf of the weaker nation would 
“bring consequences impossible to meas- 
ure”? 

[German “ White Paper,” Annex 1B.] 


A few days later the Imperial Chan- 

cellor sent to the Confederated Govern- 
ments of Germany a confidential com- 
munication in which he recognized the 
possibility that Russia might feel it a 
duty “to take the part of Servia in her 
dispute with Austria-Hungary.” Why, 
again, if Austria’s case was so clearly 
justified? The Imperial Chancellor add- 
ed that 
“if Russia feels constrained to take sides 
with Servia in this conflict, she certain- 
ly has a right to do it,” 
but added that if Russia did this it would 
in effect challenge the integrity of the 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, and that 
Russia would therefore alone— 
“bear the responsibility if a European 
war arises from the Austro-Servian ques- 
tion, which all the rest of the great 
European powers wish to localize.” 

In this significant confidential com- 
munication the German Chancellor de- 
clares the strong interest which Germany 
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had in the punishment of Servia by Aus- 
tria. He says “our closest interests 
therefore summon us to the side of Aus- 
tria-Hungary,’ and he adds that 


“if contrary to hope, the trouble should 
spread, owing to the intervention of 
Russia, then, true to our duty as an ally, 
we should have to support the neighbor- 
ing monarchy with the entire might of 
the German Empire.” 


[German “ White Paper,” Annex 2.] 


In reaching its conclusion our imagi- 
nary court would pay little attention to 
mere professions of a desire for peace. 
A nation, like an individual, can covertly 
stab the peace of another while saying, 
“ Art thou in health, my brother?” and 
even the peace of civilization can be be- 
trayed by a Judas kiss. Professions of 
peace belong to the cant of diplomacy 
and have always characterized the most 
bellicose of nations. 


No war in modern times has been 
begun without the aggressor pretending 
that his nation wished nothing but peace 
and invoking Divine aid for its mur- 
derous policy. To paraphrase the words 
of Lady Teazle on a noted occasion when 
Sir Joseph Surface talked much of 
“honor,” it might be as well in such 
instances to leave the name of God out 
of the question. 


Let us, then, analyze the record as 
already made up; and for the sake of 
clearness the events which preceded the 
war will be considered chronologically. 


Immediately upon the receipt of the 
ultimatum in St. Petersburg on July 24, 
the Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
in a formal communication to Austria- 
Hungary, suggested that the abrupt time 
limit “leaves to the powers a delay en- 
tirely insufficient to undertake any use- 
ful steps whatever for the straightening 
out of the complications that have 
arisen,” and added: 

“To prevent the incalculable conse- 
quences, equally disastrous for all the 
powers, which can follow the method of 
action of the Austro-Hungarian Govern- 
ment, it seems indispensable to us that, 
above all, the delay given to Servia to 
reply should be- extended.” 

Sazonof further suggested that time 
should be given for the powers to ex- 
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amine the results of the inquiry that the 
Austro-Hungarian Government had made 
in the matter of the Serajevo assassina- 
tion, and stated that if the powers were 
convinced 

“of the well-groundedness of certain of 
the Austrian demands they would find 
themselves in a position to send to the 


Servian Government consequential ad- 
vice.’ 


He justly observes that 
“a refusal to extend the terms of the 
ultimatum * * * would be in contra- 


diction with the very bases of interna- 
tional relations.” 


[Russian “ Orange Paper,” No. 4.] 


Could any court question the justice 
of this contention? The peace of the 
world was at stake. Time only was asked 
to see what could be done to preserve 
that peace and satisfy Austria’s griev- 
ances to the uttermost farthing. 


Concurrently with Sazonof’s plea for 
a little time to preserve the peace of 
the world, Sir Edward Grey had seen the 
German Ambassador on July 24 and had 
suggested to him that the only method of 
preventing the catastrophe was 
“that the four powers, Germany, France, 
Italy, and ourselves, (England,) should 
work together simultaneously at Vienna 
and St. Petersburg.” 


[English “White Paper,’ No. 11.] 

Germany had. only to intimate to Aus- 
tria that “a decent respect to the opin- 
ions of mankind,” as well as common 
courtesy to great and friendly nations, 
required that sufficient time be given not 
only to Servia, but to the other nations, 
to concert for the common good, espe- 
cially as the period was one of Summer 
dullness and many of the leading rulers 
and statesmen were absent from their re- 
spective capitals. 


Under these circumstances was it not 
natural that Russia should announce on 
July 24 
“that any action taken by Austria to 
humiliate Servia would not leave Russia 
indifferent,” 
and that on the same day the Russian 
Chargé d’Affaires at Vienna suggested 
to the Austrian Foreign Office 


“that the Austrian note was drawn up 
in a form rendering it impossible of 


acceptance as it stood, and that it was 
both unusual and peremptory in its 
terms 7? 

To which the only reply of the Aus- 
trian Foreign Minister was that their 
representative in Servia 
“was under instructions to leave Bel- 
grade unless Austrian demands were ac- 


cepted in their integrity by 4 P. M. to- 
morrow.’ 


[English “ White Paper,” No. 7.] 

Austria’s only concession then or sub- 
sequently to the cause of peace was the 
assurance that Austria would not after 
its conquest of Servia demand any terri- 
tory. 

The action of Germany on this day, 
July 24, is most significant. Its Ambas- 
sador in England communicated a note 
to Sir Edward Grey in which it justified 
Austro-Hungarian grievances and ulti- 
matum by saying that 
“under these circumstances the course 
of procedure and demands of the Austro- 


Hungarian Government can only be re- 
garded as equitable and moderate.” 


The note added: 


“ The Imperial Government [Germany] 
want to emphasize their opinion that in 
the present case there is only question 
of a matter to be settled exclusively be- 
tween Austria-Hungary and Servia, and 
that the great powers ought seriously to 
endeavor to reserve it to those two im- 
mediately concerned.” 


[English “ White Paper,” No. 9.] 

On July 25, probably to the great sur- 
prise of both Germany and Austria, 
which had definitely calculated upon 
Servia’s non-compliance with the ulti- 
matum, the latter country, under the 
conciliatory advice of Russia and Eng- 
land, made a reply in which, at some 
sacrifice of its self-respect as a sovereign 
State, it substantially accepted all but 
one of the demands of Austria, and as 
to that it did not, in terms, refuse it, 
but expressed its willingness to refer it 
either to arbitration or to a conference 
of the powers. 

[English “ White Paper,” No. 39.] 

No court would question for a moment 
the conclusion that the reply was a sub- 
stantial acquiesence in the extreme Aus- 
trian demands, nor indeed did either Ger- 
many or Austria seriously contend that 
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it was not. They contented themselves 
with impeaching the sincerity of 
the assurances, calling the concessions 
“shams,” and of this it is enough to 
say that if Germany and Austria had 
accepted Servia’s reply as sufficient, and 
Servia had subsequently failed to fulfill 
its promises thus made in the utmost 
good faith, there would have been little 
sympathy for Servia, and no general 
war. Indeed, both Russia and England 
pledged their influence to compel Servia, 
if necessary, to meet fully any reason- 
able demand of Austria. The outstand- 
ing question, which Servia agreed to arbi- 
trate or leave to the powers, was the 
participation of Austrian officials in the 
Servian courts. This did not present a 
difficult problem. Austria’s professed 
desire for an impartial investigation 
could have been easily attained by hav- 
ing the neutral powers appoint a commis- 
sion of jurists to make such investiga- 
tion. 


On July 24 Sir Edward Grey also had 
asked the German Ambassador to use his 
good influences at Vienna to secure an 
extension of time. To this most reason- 
able request the answer and action of 
the German Government was disingen- 
uous in the extreme. They agreed to 
“pass on” the suggestion, but the Ger- 
man Secretary of State for Foreign Af- 
fairs added that as the Austrian Prime 
Minister was away from Vienna there 
would be delay and difficulty in getting 
the time limit extended, and 
“he admitted quite freely that the 
Austro-Hungarian Government wished 
to give the Servians a lesson and that 
they meant to take military action. He 
also admitted that the Servian Govern- 
ment could not swallow certain of the 
Austro-Hungarian demands.” 

He added that Germany did not want 
a general war and “he would do all in 
his power to prevent such a calamity.” 


[English ‘White Paper,” Nos. 11 
and 18.] : 


Immediately on the issuance of the ul- 
timatum the Austrian Foreign Minister, 
Count Berchtold, had most inopportunely 
taken himself to Ischl, where he re- 
mained until after the expiration of the 


time limit. Access to him proved diffi- 
cult, and the Russian Chargé at Vienna, 
having lodged a pacific protest with the 
Acting Foreign Minister in order to take 
no chances, telegraphed it to Berchtold 
at Ischl. Nevertheless, Berchtold’s ap- 
parently designed absence from the cap- 
ital was Germany’s excuse for its failure 
to get the time limit extended. 


If Germany made any communication 
to Austria in the interests of peace the 
text has yet to be disclosed to the world. 
A word from Berlin to Vienna would 
have given the additional time which, 
with sincerely pacific intentions, might 
have resulted in the preservation of 
peace. Germany, so far as the record 
discloses, never spoke that word. 


Contrast this attitude with that of 
Russia, whose Foreign Miniser on the 
morning of July 25 offered 
“to stand aside and leave the question 
in the hands of England, France, Ger- 
many, and Italy.” 

[English “ White Paper,” No. 17.] 

As Russia was the member of the Triple 
Entente most interested in the fate of 
Servia, what proposal could have been 
more conciliatory or magnanimous? 


On July 25 Sir Edward Grey proposed 
that the four powers (including Ger- 
many) shouid unite 


“in asking the Austrian and Russian 
Governments not to cross the frontier 
and to give time for the four powers, 
acting at Vienna and St. Petersburg, to 
try and arrange matters. If Germany 
will adopt this view I feel strongly that 
France and ourselves should act upon it. 
Italy would no doubt gladly co-operate.” 


[English “White Paper,” Nos. 24 and 25.] 
To this reasonable request the Im- 
perial German Chencellor replied: 
“First and last, we take the ground 
that this question must be localized by 
the abstention of all the powers from in- 
tervention in it,” 
but added that Germany would, if an 
Austro-Russian dispute arose, 
“co-operate with the other great powers 


in mediation between Russia and Aus- 
tria.” 


[German “White Paper,” Annex 13.] 
This distinction is very hard to grasp. 
It attempts to measure the difference be- 


IN THE SUPREME COURT OF CIVILIZATION 


423 


tween tweedledum and tweedledee. Rus- 
sia’s difference with Austria was over 
the attempt of the latter to crush Servia. 
Germany would not interfere in the lat- 
ter, but would as an abstract proposition 
mediate between Russia and Austria. 
For all practical purpose_ the two things 
were indistinguishable. 


How she “ co-operated ” we shall pres- 
ently see. 

All that Germany did on July 25, so 
far as the record discloses, was to “ pass 
on” England’s and Russia’s requests for 
more time, but subsequent events indi- 
cate that it was “passed on” without 
any indorsement, for is it credible that 
Austria would have ignored its ally’s re- 
quest for more time if it had ever been 
made? 

The Austrian Foreign Minister, hav- 
ing launched the ultimatum, absented 
himself from the capital, but the Rus- 
sian Minister at Vienna, as already 
stated, succeeded in submitting this most 
reasonable request verbally to the Acting 
Foreign Minister, who simply said that 
he would submit it to Count Berchtold, 
but that he could predict with assurance 
a categorical refusal. Later on that day 
(July 25) Russia was definitely advised 
that no time extension would be granted. 


[Russian “ Orange Paper,” Nos. 11 
and 12.] 


Was ever the peace of the world shat- 
tered upon so slight a pretext? A little 
time, a few days, even a few hours, 
might have sufficed to preserve the world 
from present horrors, but no time could 
be granted. -A colossal snap judgment 
was to be taken by these pettifogging 
diplomats. A timely word from the Ger- 
man Chancellor would have saved the 
flower of the youth of Germany and 
Austria from perishing. It would be dif- 
ficult to find in recorded history a 
greater discourtesy to a friendly power, 
for Austria was not at war with Russia. 

Defeated in their effort to get an ex- 
tension of time, England, France, and 
Russia made further attempts to pre- 
serve peace by temporarily arresting 
military proceedings until efforts toward 
conciliation could be made. Sir Edward 
Grey proposed to Germany, France, Rus- 


sia, and Italy that they should unite in 
asking Austria and Servia not to cross 
the frontier “until we had had time to 
try and arrange matters between them,” 
but the German Ambassador read Sir 
Edward Grey a telegram that he had re- 
ceived from the German Foreign Office 
that “once she [Austria] had launched 
that note [the ultimatum] Austria could 
not draw back.” 


[English ‘‘ White Paper No. 25.] 


As we have seen, Germany never, so 
far as the record discloses, sought in any 
way to influence Austria to make this or 
any concession. Its attitude was shown 
by the declaration of its Ambassador at 
Paris to the French Minister of Foreign 
Affairs, which, while disclaiming that 
Germany had countenanced the Austrian 
ultimatum, yet added that Germany ap- 
proved its point of view, 

“ and that certainly the arrow, once sent, 
Germany could not allow herself to be 
guided except by her duty to her ally.” 

This seemed to be the fatal fallacy of 
Germany, that its duties to civilization 
were so slight that it should support its 
ally, Austria, whether the latter were 
right or wrong. Such was its policy, and 
it carried it out with fatal consistency. 
To support its ally in actual war may be 
defensible, but to support it in times of 
peace in an iniquitous demand and a 
policy of gross discourtesy offends every 
sense of international morality. 


On the following day Russia proposed 
to Austria that they should enter into 
an exchange of private views, with the 
object of an alteration in common of 
some clauses of the Austrian note of July 
23. To this Austria never even replied. 
The Russian Minister communicated this 
suggestion to the German Minister of 
Foreign Affairs and expressed the hope 
that he would “find it possible to advise 
Vienna to meet our proposal,” but this 
did not accord with German policy, for on 
that day the German Ambassador in 
Paris called upon the French Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, and in reply to a sim- 
ilar suggestion that Germany should sug- 
gest to Vienna to meet Servia in the 
same conciliatory spirit which Servia had 
shown, the Ambassador answered that 


424 


that “was not possible in view of the 
resolution taken not to interfere in the 
Austro-Servian conflict.” 

On the same day England asked 
France, Italy, and Germany to meet in 
London for an immediate conference to 
preserve the peace of Europe, and to this 
fruitful suggestion, which might have 
saved the peace of Europe, the German 
Chancellor replied with the pitiful quib- 
ble that “it is impossible to bring our 
ally before a European court in its dif- 
ference with Servia,” although it af- 
fected to accept “in principle” the pol- 
icy of mediation. 

Germany’s acceptance “in principle ” 
of a policy which she in practice thwarted 
suggests the law-abiding .tendencies of 
that Maine statesman who was “for the 
Maine prohibition liquor law, but against 
its enforcement.” 

[English “ White Paper,’ No. 46.] 

Germany’s refusal to have Servia’s 
case submitted to the powers even for 
their consideration is the more striking 
when it is recalled that the German Am- 
bassador at Lendon quoted to Sir Edward 
Grey the German Secretary of State as 
saying 
“that there were some things in the 
Austrian note that Servia could hardly 
be expected to accept,” 
thus recognizing that Austria’s ultima- 
tum was, at least in part, unjust. Sir 
Edward Grey then called the German 
Ambassador’s attention to the fact that 
if Austria refused the conciliatory reply 
of Servia and marched into that country 
“it meant that she was determined to 
crush Servia at all costs, being reck- 


less of the consequences that might be 
involved.” 


He added that the Servian reply 

“should at least be treated as a basis for 
discussion and pause,” 

and asked that the German Government 
should urge this at Vienna, but the Ger- 
man Secretary of State on July 27 re- 
plied that such a conference “was not 
practicable,” and that it “would prac- 
tically amount to a court of arbitration,” 
and could not, in his opinion, be called 
together “except at the request of Aus- 
tria and Russia.” 

[English “White Paper,” Nos. 43 and 46.] 
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That this was a mere evasion is per- 
fectly plain. Germany already knew 
that Austria would not ask for such a 
conference, for Austria had already re- 
fused Russia’s request for an extension 
of time and had actually commenced its 
military operations. Germany’s attitude 
is best indicated by the letter of the 
Russian Minister in Germany to the Rus- 
sian Foreign Office in which he states 
that on July 27 he calied at the German 
Foreign Office and asked it 


“to urge upon Vienna in a more press- 
ing fashion to take up this line of con- 
ciliation. Jagow replied that he could 
not advise Austria to yield.” 


[Russian “ Orange Paper,” No. 38.] 


Why not? Russia had advised Servia 
to yield, and Servia had conceded nearly 
every claim. Why could not the German 
Foreign Office advise Vienna to meet 
conciliation by conciliation, if its desire 
for peace were sincere? All that Russia 
and England desired was that a little 
time and consideration should be given, 
without prejudice to the rights or claims 
of Austria, before the peace of the world 
was hopelessly shattered. 


Before this interview took place the 
French’ Ambassador had called at the 
German Foreign Office on a similar 
errand and urged the English suggestion 
that action should at once be taken by 
England, Germany, Russia, and France 
at St. Petersburg and Vienna, to the 
effect that Austria and Servia 


“ should abstain from any act which 
might aggravate the situation at the 
present hour.” 


By this was meant that there should 
be, pending further parleys, no invasion 
of Servia by Austria and none of Austria 
by Russia. To this the German Foreign 
Minister opposed a categorical refusal. 


On the same day the Russian Ambas- 
sador at Vienna had “a long and earnest 
conversation ” with the Austrian Under 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 
He expressed the earnest hope that 


“something would be done before Servia 
was actually invaded. Baron Machio re- 
plied that this would now be difficult, 
as a skirmish had already taken place on 
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the Danube, in which the Servians had 
been aggressors.” 

The Russian Ambassador then said 
that his country would do all it could to 
keep the Servians quiet, 

“and even to fall back before an Aus- 
trian advance in order to gain time.” 

He urged that the Austrian Ambas- 
sador at St. Petersburg should be fur- 
nished with full powers to continue dis- 
cussions with the Russian Minister for 
Foreign Affairs, 

“who was very willing to advise Servia 


to yield all that could be fairly asked of 
her as an independent power.” 


The only reply to this reasonable sug- 
gestion was that it would be submitted 
to the Minister for Foreign Affairs. 


[English “ White Paper,” No. 56.] 

On the same day the German Ambas- 
sador at Paris called upon the French 
Foreign Office and strongly insisted on 
the “ exclusion of all possibility of media- 
tion or of conference,’ and yet contempo- 
raneously the Imperial German Chan- 
cellor was advising London that he had 
“started the efforts toward mediation in 
Vienna, immediately in the way desired 
by Sir Edward Grey, and had further 
communicated to the Austrian Foreign 
Minister the wish of the Russian Foreign 
Minister for a direct talk in Vienna.” 

What hypocrisy! In the formal Ger- 
man defense, the official apologist for 
that country, after stating his conviction 
“that an act of mediation could not take 
into consideration the Austro-Servian 
conflict, which was purely an Austro- 
Hungarian affair,” 
claimed that Germany had transmitted 
Sir Edward Grey’s further suggestion to 
Vienna, in which Austria-Hungary was 
urged 
“ either to agree to accept the Servian 


answer as sufficient or to look upon it as 
a basis for further conversations ”; 


but the Austro-Hungarian Government— 
playing the role of the wicked partner of 
the combination—“‘in full appreciation 
of our mediatory activity,” (so says the 
German “White Paper” with sardonic 
humor,) replied to this proposition that, 
coming as it did after the opening of 
hostilities, “zt was too late.” 

Does any reasonable man question for 


a moment that, if Germany had done 
something more than merely “ transmit ” 
these wise and pacific suggestions, Aus- 
tria would have complied with the sug- 
gestions of its powerful ally or that 
Austria would have suspended its mili- 
tary operations if Germany had given 
any intimation of such a wish? 

On the following day, July 28, the 
door was further closed on any possi- 
bility of compromise when the Austrian 
Minister for Foreign Affairs 
“said, quietly but firmly, that no dis- 
cussion could be accepted on the basis 
of the Servian note; that war would be 
declared today, and that the well-known 
pacific character of the Emperor, as well 
as, he might add, his own, might be 
accepted as a guarantee that the war 
was both just and inevitable; that this 
was a matter that must be settled di- 
rectly between the two parties imme- 
diately concerned.” 

To this arrogant and unreasonable 
contention that Europe must accept the 
guarantee of the Austrian Foreign Min- 
ister as to the righteousness of Austria’s 
quarrel the British Ambassador sug- 
gested “the larger aspect of the ques- 
tion,” namely, the peace of Europe, and 
to this “larger aspect,’ which should 
have given any reasonable official some 
ground for pause, the Austrian Foreign 
Minister replied that he 
“had it also in mind, but thought that 
Russia ought not to oppose operations 
like those impending, which did not aim 


at territorial aggrandizement, and which 
could no longer be postponed.” 


[English “ White Paper,” No. 62.] 

The private conversations between 
Russia and Austria having thus failed, 
Russia returned to the proposition of a 
European conference to preserve its 
peace. Its Ambassador in Vienna on 
July 28 had a conference with Berchtold 
and pointed to the dangers to the peace 
of Europe and the desirability of good 
relations between Austria-Hungary and 
Russia. 

To this Count Berchtold replied that 
he understood perfectly well the serious- 
ness of the situation and the advantages 
of a frank explanation with the Cabinet 
at St. Petersburg. 


“He told me that, on the other 
hand, the Austro-Hungarian Government, 
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which had only reluctantly decided upon 
the energetic measures which it had 
taken against Servia, could now neither 
withdraw nor enter upon any discussion 
of the terms of the Austro-Hungarian 
note.” 


[Russian “Orange Paper,” No. 45.] 


On the same day, July 28, the German 
Imperial Chancellor sent for the English 
Ambassador and excused his failure to 
accept the proposal of conference of the 
neutral powers, on the ground that he 
did not think it would be effective, 


“because such a conference would in 
his opinion have the appearance of an 
‘Areopagus’ consisting of two powers 
of each group sitting in judgment upon 
the two remaining powers.” 

After engaging in this pitiful and in- 
sincere quibble, and when reminded of 
Servia’s conciliatory reply, amounting to 
a virtual surrender, 


“his Excellency said that he did not wish 
to discuss the Servian note, but that Aus- 
tria’s standpoint, and in this he agreed, 
was that her quarrel with Servia was 
a purely Austrian concern, with which 
Russia had nothing to do.” 


[English “ White Paper,” No. 71.] 


At this point the rules of the countries 
intervened in the dispute. The Kaiser, 
having returned from Norway, tele- 
graphed the Czar, under date of July 28, 
that he was 
“exerting all my influence to endeavor 
to make Austria-Hungary come to an 


open and satisfying understanding with 
Russia,” 


and invoked the Czar’s aid. 


[German “ White Paper,” Annex 20.] 


If the Kaiser were sincere, and he 
may have been, his attitude was not that 
of his Foreign Office. Upon the face of 
the record we have only his own assur- 
ance that he was doing everything to 
preserve peace, but the steps that he took 
or the communications he made to in- 
fluence Austria are not found in the for- 
mal defense which the German Govern- 
ment has given to the world. The Kaiser 
can only convince the world of his inno- 
cence of the crime of his Potsdam cama- 
rilla by giving the world the text of any 
advice he gave the Austrian officials. 
He has produced his telegrams to the 


Czar. Where are those he presumably 
sent to Francis Joseph or Count Berch- 
told? Where are the instructions he gave 
his own Ambassadors or Foreign Min- 
ister? 


It is significant that on the same day 
Sazonof telegraphed to Count Bencken- 
dorff: 

“My conversations with the German 
Ambassador confirm my impression that 
Germany is rather favorable to the un- 
compromising attitude adopted by Aus- 
tria,” 
and he adds, and history will vindicate 
him in the conclusion, that 
“the Berlin Cabinet, which might have 
been able to arrest the whole develop- 
ment of this crisis, seems to exercise no 
action on its ally.” 


[Russian “Orange Paper,” No. 43.] 


On July 29 Sir Edward Goschen tele- 
graphed Sir Edward Grey that he had 
that night seen the German Chancellor, 
who had “ just returned from Potsdam,” 
where he had presumably seen the Kai- 
ser. The German Chancellor then showed 
clearly how the wind was blowing in 
making the suggestion to Sir Edward 
Goschen that if England would remain 
neutral, Germany would agree to guaran- 
tee that she would not take any French 
territory. When asked about the French 
colonies, no assurance was given. 

[English “ White Paper,” No. 85.] 

Later in the day the German Chan- 
cellor again saw the English Ambassa- 
dor, and expressed regret 
“that events had marched too rapidly, 
and that it was therefore too late to 
act upon your [Sir Edward Grey’s] sug- 


gestion that the Servian reply might 
form the basis of discussion.” : 


[English “ White Paper,” No. 75.] 


On the same day the Ambassador for 
Germany at St. Petersburg called upon 
Sazonof and expressed himself in favor 
of. further explanations between Vienna 
and St. Petersburg, to which Sazonof as- 
sented. [Russian “ Orange Paper,” No. 
49.] On the same day Sir Edward Grey 
asked the German Government 


“to suggest any form of procedure under 
which the idea of mediation between Aus- 
tria and Russia, already accepted by the 
German Government in principle, could 
be applied.” 
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To which the German Foreign Office 
replied that it could not act for fear 
that if they made to their ally any sug- 
gestion that looked like pressure it might 
“cause them [Austria] to precipitate 
matter and present a fait accompli.” 
[See letter of Sir Edward Goschen to 
Sir Edward Grey, July 29—English 
“White Paper,” No. 70.] 

This was the last and worst of the 
quibbles put forth to gain time while 
Austria was making progress toward 
Belgrade. It assumes that Austria 
might not only fail to respect the wish 
in a matter of common concern of its 
more powerful ally, but that it might act 
in disregard of Germany’s wish. This 
strains human credulity to the breaking 
point. Did the German Secretary of 
State keep a straight face when he 
uttered this sardonic pleasantry? It 
may be the duty of a diplomat to lie on 
occasion, but is it ever necessary to utter 
such .a stupid falsehood? The Germaftt 
Secretary of State sardonically added in 
the same conversation that he was not 
sure that the effort for peace had not 
hastened the declaration of “war, as 
though the declaration of war against 
Servia had not been planned and expect- 
ed from the first. 

As a final effort to meet quibbles, the 
British Ambassador at Berlin then sug- 
gested that after Austria had satisfied 
her military prestige, the moment might 
then be favorable for four disinterested 
powers to discuss the situation and come 
forward with suggestions for preventing 
graver complications. 

To this proposal the German Secretary 
of State seemingly acquiesced, but, as 
usual, nothing whatever was done. [Eng- 
lish “ White Paper,” No. 76.] It is true 
than on July 29 Sir Edward Grey was 
assured by the German Ambassador that 
the German Foreign. Office was 


“endeavoring to make Vienna explain 
in a satisfactory form at St. Petersburg 
the scope and extension of Austrian pro- 
ceedings in Servia,” P ‘ 

but again the communications which the 
German Foreign Office sent to Vienna on 
this point nave never yet been disclosed 


to the world. 
[English “ White Paper,” No. 84.] 


In this same conference Sir Edward 
Grey 


“urged that the German Government 
should suggest any method by which the 
influence of the four powers could be 
used together to prevent war between 
Austria and Russia. France agreed, 
Italy agreed. The whole idea of media- 
tion or mediating influence was ready to 
be put into operation by any method that 
Germany could suggest if mine were not 
acceptable. In fact, mediation was ready 
to come into operation by any method 
that Germany thought possible, if only 
Germany would ‘press the button’ in 
the interests of peace.” 


[English “ White Paper,” No. 84.] 


The difficulty was, however, that Ger- 
many never “pressed the button,” al- 
though obviously it would have been easy 
for her to do so, as the stronger and more 
influential member of the Double Al- 
liance. 


On the same day the Austrian Govern- 


“ment left a memorandum with Sir Ed- 


ward Grey to the effect that Count Mens- 
dorff said that the war with Servia must 
proceed. 


On the night of July 29 the British 
Ambassador at Berlin was informed that 
the German Foreign Office “ had not had 
time to send an answer yet” to the pro- 
posal that Germany suggest the form of 
mediation, but that the question had been 
referred to-the Austro-Hungarian Gov- 
ernment with a request as to “ what 
would satisfy them.” 


[English “White Paper,” No. 107.] 


On the following day the German Am- 
bassador informed Sir Edward Grey that 
the German Government would endeavor 
to influence Austria, after taking Bel- 
grade and Servian territory in the region 
of the frontier, to promise not to ad- 
vance further, while the powers endeav- 
ored to arrange that Servia should give 
satisfaction sufficient to pacify Austria, 
but if Germany ever exercised any such 
pressure upon Vienna, no evidence of it 
has ever been-given to the world. Cer- 
tainly it was not very effective, and for 
the reasons mentioned it is impossible to 
conclude that the advice of Germany, if 
in good faith, would not have been fol- 
lowed by its weaker ally. 
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From all that appears in the record, 
Austria made no reply to this most con- 
ciliatory suggestion of England, but, in 
the meantime, the irrepressible Kaiser 
made the crisis more acute by cabling to 
the Czar that the mobilization of Russia 
to meet the mobilization of Austria was 
affecting his position of mediator, to 
which the Czar made a conciliatory re- 
ply, stating that Russia’s mobilization 
was only for a defense against Austria. 


The Czar, to put at rest any anxiety of 
the Kaiser as to Russia’s intentions with 
respect to Germany, added: 


“T thank you cordially for your media- 
tion which permits the hope that every- 
thing may yet end peaceably. It is tech- 
nically impossible to discontinue our 
military preparations which have been 
made necessary by the Austrian mobiliza- 
tion. It is far from us to want war. 
As long as the negotiations between Aus- 
tria and Servia continue, my troops will 
undertake no provocative action. I give 
you my solemn word thereon. I confide 
with all my faith in the grace of God, 
and I hope for the success of your media- 
tion in Vienna for the welfare of our 
countries and the peace of Europe.” 


What more could Russia do? If Aus- 
tria continued to mobilize, why not Rus- 
sia? 5 

On this day, July 30, the German Am- 
bassador had two interviews at St. 
Petersburg with Sazonof, and it was then 
that Sazonof drew up the following for- 
mula as a basis for peace: 


“Tf Austria, recognizing that her con- 
flict with Servia has assumed character 
of question of European interest, de- 
clares herself ready to eliminate from 
her ultimatum the points which violate 
principle of sovereignty of Servia, Russia 
engages to stop all military prepara- 
tions.” 

[Russian “Orange Paper,” No. 60.] 


At this stage King George telegraphed 
Prince Henry of Prussia that 


“the English Government was doing its 
utmost, suggesting to Russia and France 
to suspend further military preparations, 
if Austria will consent to be satisfied 
with the occupation of Belgrade and 
neighboring Servian territory as a host- 
age for satisfactory settlement of her 
demands, other countries meanwhile sus- 
pending their. war preparation.” 


The King adds a hope that the Kaiser 
“will use his great influence to induce 


Austria to accept this proposal, thus 
proving that Germany and England are 
working together to prevent what would 
be an international catastrophe.” 


[Second. German “ White Paper.”] 


This last proposition, however, was 
never accepted or declined, for the im- 
petuous Kaiser gave his twelve-hour ul- 
timatum to Russia to demobilize, and 
this was an arrogant demand which no 
self-respecting power, much less so great 
a one as Russia, could possibly accept. 

While this demand was in progress 
Sir Edward Grey was making his last 
attempt to preserve peace by asking 
Germany to sound Vienna, as he would 
sound St. Petersburg, whether it would 
be possible for the four disinterested 
powers to offer to Austria that they 
would 
“ undertake to see that she obtained full 
satisfaction of her demands on Servia, 
provided they did not embarrass Ser- 
vian sovereignty and the integrity of 
Servian territory.” ; 

Sir Edward Grey went so far as to 
tell the German Ambassador that if this 
was not satisfactory, and if Germany 
would make any reasonable proposals 
to preserve peace and Russia and France 
rejected it, that 
“his Majesty’s Government would have 
nothing to do with the consequences,” 
which obviously meant either neutrality 
or actual intervention in behalf of Ger- 
many and Austria. 

On the same day the British Ambassa- 
dor at Berlin besought the German For- 
eign Office to 
“put pressure on the authorities at 
Vienna to do something in the general 
interest to reassure Russia and to show 


themselves disposed to continue discus- 
sions on a friendly basis.” 


And Sir Edward Goschen reports that 
the German Foreign Minister replied that 
last night he had 
“begged Austria to reply to your last 
proposal, and that he had received a 
reply to the effect that the Austrian Min- 
ister for Foreign Affairs would take the 


wishes of the Emperor this morning in 
the matter.” 


Again the text of the letter in which 
Germany “begged” Austria to be con- 
ciliatory is not found in the record. 


IN THE SUPREME COURT OF CIVILIZATION 
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The excuse of Germany that the mobil- 
ization of Russia compelled it to mobilize 
does not justify the war. Mobilization 
does not necessarily mean aggression, 
but simply preparation. If Russia had 
the right to mobilize because Austria 
mobilized, Germany equally had the right 
to mobilize when Russia mobilized, but it 
does not follow that either of the three 
nations could justify a war to compel the 
other parties to demobilize. Mobilization 
is only a preparation against eventu- 
alities. It is the right of the sovereign 
State and by no code of ethics a casus 
belli. The demand of Germany that Rus- 
sia could not arm to defend itself, when 
Austria was preparing for a possible at- 
tack on Russia, has few, if any, parallels 
in history for bullying effrontery. It 
treated Russia as an inferior, almost a 
vassal, State. 


It must be observed that, while Ger- 
many insisted that Russia should de- 
mobilize, the Kaiser offered no recipro- 
cal promise. On his theory Germany 
and Austria were to be left free to com- 
plete their preparations, but Russia was 
to tie her own hands and leave herself 
“naked to her enemies.” This is shown 
by the last telegrams which passed be- 
tween the Czar and Kaiser. The Czar 
telegraphed: 


“T have received your telegram. 1 
comprehend that you are forced to 
mobilize, but I should like to have from 
you the same guaranty which I have 
given you, viz., that these measures do 
not mean war, and that we shall con- 
tinue to negotiate for the welfare of our 
two countries andthe universal peace 
which is so dear to our hearts. With the 
aid of God it must be possible to our 
long-tried friendship to prevent the shed- 
ding of blood. I expect with full con- 
fidence your urgent reply.” 


To this the Kaiser replied: 


“T thank you for your telegram. I 
have shown yesterday to your Govern- 
ment the way through which alone war 
may yet be averted. Although I asked 
for a reply by today noon, no telegram 
from my Ambassador has reached me 
with the reply of your Government. I 
therefore have been forced to mobilize 
my army. An immediate, clear, and un- 
mistakable reply of your Government is 
the sole way to avoid endless misery. 
Until I receive this reply I am unable, 
to my great grief, to enter upon the 


subject of your telegram. I must ask 
most earnestly that you, without delay, 
order your troops to commit, under no 
circumstances, the slightest violation of 
our frontiers.” 

This impetuous step of Germany to 
compel its great neighbor to desist from 
military preparations to defend itself 
came most inopportunely, for on Aug. 1 
the Austro-Hungarian Ambassador for 
the first time declared to the Russian 
Government its willingness to discuss 
the terms of the Austrian ultimatum to 
Servia, and it was then suggested that 
the form of the ultimatum and the ques- 
tions arising thereon should be discussed 
in London. (Dispatch from British Am- 
bassador at Vienna to Sir Edward Grey, 
dated Sept. 1, 1914.) Sir Edward Grey 
at once advised the English Ambassador 
in Berlin of the fact, and urged that it 
was still possible to maintain peace 
“if only a little respite in time can be 


gained before any great power begins 
war,” 


[English “ White Paper,” No. 131.] 


but the Kaiser, having issued the arro- 
gant ultimatum to Russia to demobilize 
in twelve hours, had gone too far for 
retreat, and, spurred on by the arrogant 
Potsdam military party, he “let slip the 
dogs of war.” After the fatal Rubicon 
had been crossed and the die was cast 
the Czar telegraphed King George: 

“Tn this solemn hour I wish to assure 


you once more I have done all in my 
power to avert war.” 


Such will be the verdict of history. 


The Judgment. 


These are the facts as shown by the 
record, and upon them, in my judgment, 
an impartial court would not hesitate to 
pass the following judgment: 


1—That Germany and Austria in a time 
of profound peace secretly concerted 
together to impose their will wpon 
Europe and upon Servia in a matter 
affecting the balance of power in Hu- 
rope. Whether in so doing they 
intended to precipitate a Huropean 
war to determine the mastery of Eu- 
rope is not satisfactorily established, 
although their whole course of con- 
duct suggests this as a possibility. 
They made war almost inevitable by 
(a) issuing an ultimatum that was 
grossly unreasonable and dispropor- 
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tionate to any grievance that Austria 
had and (b) in giving to Servia, and 
Europe, insufficient time to consider 
the rights and obligations of all inter- 
ested nations. 


2—That Germany had at all times the 
power to compel Austria to preserve 
a reasonable and conciliatory course, 
but at no time effectively exerted that 
influence. On the contrary, she 
certainly abetted, and possibly insti- 
gated, Austria in its unreasonable 
course. 

38—That England, France, Italy, and 
Russia at all times sincerely worked 
for peace, and for this purpose not 
only overlooked the original miscon- 
duct of Austria but made every rea- 
sonable concession in the hope of 
preserving peace. 

4—That Austria, having mobilized its 
army, Russia was reasonably justified 
in mobilizing its forces. Such act of 
mobilization was the right of any 
sovereign State, and as long as the 
Russian armies did not cross the bor- 
der or take any aggressive action no 
other nation had any just right to 
complain, each having the same right 
to make similar preparations. 


5—That Germany, in abruptly declaring 
war against Russia for failure to 
demobilize when the other powers had 
offered to make any reasonable con- 
cession and peace parleys were. still 
m progress, precipitated the war. 

6—That Belgium as a sovereign State 
has as an inherent right the power 
to determine when and under what 
conditions an alien can cross her 
frontiers, This right exists inde- 
pendently of treaties, but is, in the 
case of Belgium, reinforced by the 
Treaty of 1839 and The Hague Con- 
vention, whereby the leading EHuro- 
pean nations (including Germany) 
guarantee its “ perpetual neutrality.” 
The invasion of Belgium by Germany 
was in violation of these rights, and 
England only respected its own sol- 
emn covenant when, in defense of 
that neutrality, it declared war 
against Germany. 


In Conclusion. 


The writer of this article has reached 
these conclusions with reluctance, as he 
has a feeling of deep affection for the 


ce 


German people and equal admiration for 
their ideals and matchless progress. 
Even more he admires the magnificent 
courage with which the German Nation, 
beset on every hand by powerful antag- 
onists, is now defending its prestige as 
a nation. The whole-hearted devotion 
of this great nation to its flag is worthy 
of the best traditions of the Teutonic 
race. Nevertheless, this cannot alter the 
ethical truth, which stands apart from 
any considerations of nationality; nor 
can it affect the conclusion that the Ger- 
man Nation has been plunged into this 
abyss by its scheming statesmen and its 
self-centred and highly neurotic Kaiser, 
who in the twentieth century sincerely 
believes that he is the proxy of Almighty 
God on earth, and therefore infallible. 

In visiting its condemnation, the Su- 
preme Court of Civilization should there- 
fore distinguish between the: military 
caste, headed by the Kaiser and the 
Crown Prince, which precipitated this 
great calamity, and the German people. 

The very secrecy of the plot against 
the peace of the world and the failure 
to disclose to the German people the dip- 
lomatic communications hereinbefore 
quoted, strongly suggest that this de- 
testable war is not merely a _ crime 
against civilization, but also against the 
deceived and misled German people. 
They have-a vision and are essentially 
progressive and peace-loving in their na- 
tional characteristics, while the ideals of 
their military caste are those of the Dark 
Ages. 

One day the German people will know 
the full truth and then there will be a . 
dreadful reckoning for those who have 
plunged a noble and peace-loving nation 
into this fathomless chasm of misfor- 
tune. 

“Though the mills of God grind slowly, 

Yet they grind exceeding small, 


Though with patience He stands waiting, 
With exactness grinds He all.” _ 


Critics Dispute Mr. Beck 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 


-T is regrettable that President Wil- 

| son’s admirable policy of strict 

neutrality is not more sincerely and 

- carefully observed by the press and 
public of this country. 

We are a cosmopolitan nation. Citizens 
of the five great warring countries and 
their descendants, to a very great extent, 
constitute our population. Partiality of 
any kind tends to destroy the elemental 
ties which bind us together, to disrupt 
our Union, and to make us a house di- 
vided against itself. James M. Beck’s 
article in last Sunday’s Timms is of the 
kind which, serving no good purpose, 
helps to loosen, if not sever, our most 
vital domestic ties. While not for an 
instant doubting Mr. Beck’s sincerity, 


we must take issue with his inadvertent- ~ 


ly ill-timed expression of opinion. 

The article in question is based on the 
following statement: “ Any discussion of 
the ethical merits of this great contro- 
versy must start with the assumption 
that there is such a thing as international 
morality.” How does Mr. Beck define 
“international morality”? How can he 
assume that to exist which each of the 
contending nations by their diverse ac- 
tions prove to be non-extant? How can 
he claim that there is an “ international 
morality ” of accepted form when each 
nation claims that its interpretation 
must be accepted by the others? 

Mr. Beck’s allegation that the question 
“Was England justified in declaring war 
against Germany?” is more easily dis- 
posed of than the questions “ Was Aus- 
tria justified in declaring war against 
Servia? ” and “Was Germany justified 
in declaring war against Russia and 
France? ” proves two things—first, that 
his interest lies primarily in the vindi- 
cation of England; second, that he disre- 
gards the fundamental causes and recog- 
nizes only the precipitating causes of 
the war. 

The precipitating cause of the war be- 
tween England and Germany is verbosely 


if inadequately covered by his article. 
We must admit that a treaty was broken 
by Germany, yet we contend that this 
broken agreement was a pretext for a 
war fomented and impelled by basic 
economic causes. At the outset, let us 
distinguish between a contract and a 
treaty. A contract is an agreement be- 
tween individuals contemplating enforce- 
ment by a court of law; punishment by 
money damages in the great majority of 
cases, by a specific performance in a 
very few. A treaty is an agreement be- 
tween nations contemplating enforce- 
ment by a court of international public 
opinion; punishment by money indem- 
nity in the great majority of cases, by 
specific performance (i. e., force of 
arms) in a very few. 


Germany’s Existence Threatened. 

Germany contends that her breach of 
treaty obligation is punishable by the 
payment of money indemnity to the 
aggrieved party. This she has offered 
to do in the case of Belgium, as she has 
already done in the case of Luxemburg. 
Germany’s existence was so seriously 
threatened that her action seems justifi- 
able, and there remains a sole moral ob- 
ligation to compensate any neutral coun- 
try injured by her. 


The mere fact that Belgium had made 
an unfortunate alliance with England is 
deplorable in that Belgium has suffered 
terribly; but this suffering is not at- 
tributable to Germany. When Japan 
violated Chinese neutrality, China pro- 
tested. Though she was entitled to a 
money indemnity, there is no valid rea- 
son under the sun why the United States 
as a guarantor of the integrity of China 
should declare war against Japan.- Eng- 
land’s justification, in so far as there can 
be any justification for adding to the toll 
of death, is the same as that of Ger- 
many, the preservation of national sov- 
ereignty. 

Further: “It seems unnecessary to 
discuss the wanton disregard of these 
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solemn obligations.” There can be 
nothing wanton in a struggle for exist- 
ence, and that this European war is such 
a struggle is the only possible explana- 
tion of its magnitude, ferocity, and vast 
possible consequences. Then, too, though 
deplorable, treaty obligations are not sol- 
emn, as Italy has proved to the com- 
plete satisfaction of so many. Italy’s 
contention that this is an aggressive war 
on the part of Germany and Austria is 
as untenable as the German contention 
that it is an aggressive war on the part 
of England. For this war was not an 
aggressive war on the part of any na- 
tion, but an unavoidable war caused by 
the simultaneous bursting of the long- 
gathering economic storm clouds. 


Again: “The ethical aspects of this 
great conflict must largely depend upon 
the record that has been made up by the 
official communications.” This is sim- 
ilar to a contention that the ethical rights 
in a case in court must depend upon the 
astuteness of counsel in summing up to 
the jury. ‘“ A court would be deeply im- 
pressed * * * by the significant omis- 
sions of documents known to be in exist- 
ence.” A court of law, as our former 
Assistant Attorney General of the United 
States surely knows, compels no one to 
give testimony that tends to incriminate, 
and, furthermore, does not construe fail- 
ure to testify on the grounds that it will 
tend to incriminate against the defend- 
ant. In the law the defendant is en- 
titled to every reasonable doubt. It is 
also conceivable that a reasonable time 
for the defense to present its case would 
be granted before passing judgment. 

Passing on: “To discuss the justice 
of Austria’s grievances against Servia 
would take us * * * into the realm of 
disputed facts.” This seems a delectable 
bit of humor. We respectfully submit 
that Mr. Beck’s other assertions might 
also be considered as “in the realm of 
disputed facts.” Mr. Beck admits that 
Austria had a just grievance against 
Servia, though he questions her method 
of redress. Though we conceive that in 
the unfortunate European tangle Aus- 
tria relied on German support in the 
event of international conflict, we submit 


that reliance on Russian support was a 
bigger factor in encouraging little Servia 
to defy her big neighbor than the re- 
moter help that Germany would furnish 
Austria in the event of the conflict 
spreading. : 

Austria, in the exercise of her right 
to engage in a punitive expedition against 
Servia, guaranteed that she would do 
nothing to generalize the conflict by her 
assurances to Russia and to the world 
that there would be no annexation of 
Servian territory or annihilation of the 
Servian Kingdom. Whether these assur- 
ances were genuine or not is impossible 
of determination. We have no right to 
constitute ourselves arbiters of their 
sincerity. 

No European Solidarity. 

Mr. Beck speaks of “ the solidarity of 
European civilization and the fact that 
by policy and diplomatic intercourse 
* * * a United European State exists, 
even though its organization be as yet 
inchoate.” This solidarity is conspicuous 
only by its utter non-existence. What- 
ever may have been achieved by policy 
and diplomatic intercourse has been 
marred and rendered useless by the lines 
of demarkation of the spheres of influ- 
ence of the great powers of Europe and 
by the racial and temperamental incon- 
gruities of Europe’s population. 

We read: “Servia had forty-eight 
hours to answer; * * * the other Euro- 
pean nations had barely a day to con- 
sider what could be done to preserve the 
peace of Europe. Why should an Austro- 
Servian war compromise the peace of 
Europe?” Was it not because of the 
tangled web of international diplomacy, 
the Triple Entente as well as the Triple 
Alliance? ; 

Referring to a German warning in re- 
gard to Austria’s demands on Servia, 
“the German Foreign Office anticipates 
that Servia ‘will refuse to comply with 
these demands ’—why, if they~were jus- 
tified?” We grieve at the shattered ideal 
of Mr. Beck, who,.in the face of the 
international calamity which has befallen 
the world, still can believe that all jus- 
tifiable demands are complied with. 

Again, quoting German “White Pa- 


CRITICS DISPUTE MR. BECK 


per,” Annex 1B, Germany desired “ that 
the dispute be localized, since any inter- 
vention of another power, on account of 
the various alliance obligations, would 
bring consequences impossible to meas- 
ure.” The explanation of this statement 
is not—an aggressor threatens his ad- 
_ versary, but, rather, a prudent man begs 
opposing factions to keep cool. 

Great space is devoted in the article 
in question to Germany’s unwillingness 
to place the Austro-Servian controversy 
in the hands of France, England, Ger- 
many, and Italy. As Germany disavows 
all interest in the controversy, if she 
speaks truly, it was not within her power 
to dictate to her ally in a matter which 
she could in nowise control except by 
force of arms. Furthermore, had she 
had the power, how could she be expected 
to exert pressure on her ally to leave a 
vital controversy to a court of four, two 
of whom were bound by alliances with 
_ Russia, Austria’s real antagonist, and a 
third, (Italy,) as subsequent events have 
shown, Austria’s natural, geographical, 
and hereditary enemy? At best, had each 
power held to its treaty obligations, 
there would have been a deadlock. 

Further: “ The Russian Minister * * * 
called at the German Foreign Office and 
asked it ‘to urge upon Vienna * * * 
to take up this line of conciliation. Ja- 
gow replied that he could not advise Aus- 
tria to yield.’” Elsewhere in the article 
a statement is made that the Austro- 
Servian and Austro-Russian questions 
“for all practical purposes * * * were 
indistinguishable.” _This inconsistency 
of having Servia in the light of a prin- 
cipal and then again in the light of an 
agent is the greatest stumbling block 
to a clear analysis of the precipitating 
cause of the war. The logical explana- 
tion of Servia’s position is that of Rus- 
sia’s agent. Hence Germany could not 
be expected to exert the same pressure 
on an allied principal that Russia could 
exert on her agent. 

It is true that Germany engaged in 
many blundering diplomatic quibbles in 
the final stages of preparation for the 
war; but it is also true that England 
quibbled, though with greater diplomatic 
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finesse; for instance, “Sir Edward Grey 
went so far as to tell the German Am- 
bassador that * * * if Germany 
would make any reasonable proposals to 
preserve peace, and Russia and France 
rejected it, that ‘his Majesty’s Govern- 
ment would have nothing to do with the 
consequences.’” Here it is apparent to 
every one that the word “reasonable” 
begs the questions. 


Slav and Teuton. 


The German people were encouraged to 
relish the idea of a war against Russia 
once that war became likely, for sooner 
or later it seemed inevitable that Slav 
and Teuton would clash, and Germany 
felt confident that at the present time 
she outmatched her enemy. The Rus- 
sians, too, were encouraged to desire the 
Slav provinces of Austria, which racially 
are a part of the Russian domain. The 
English people were made to relish this 
opportunity to strike their great com- 


«mercial competitor, especially when they 


could do so with little likelihood of un- 
favorable criticisms. Finally, the im- 
pressionable French people were stirred 
to thoughts of revenge and recovery of 
their lost provinces. 

Sympathy with any country in this 
most disgraceful yet most inevitable of 
wars brands the sympathizer as a party 
to the material and lustful purposes of at 
least one of the combatants. There is no 
ethical justification of this war from any 
standpoint. There is no justification of 
this war from any standpoint. There is 
only an explanation of the war from an 
economic standpoint. All these specious 
arguments on the precipitating causes of 
the war can be but for the display of 
brilliant forensic oratory:and matchless 
diction. Let us thrust aside in these dark 
moments of peril and horror all subter- 
fuge. 

England, overburdened with taxation, 
was on the verge of civil war. Russia, 
whose masses were overridden roughshod 
by a bureaucracy weighting down the 
peasants with onerous national burdens, 
expected sooner or later the cataclysmic 
upheaval with which the Nihilistic socie- 
ties have long been threatening its tyran- 
nical Government. France, seriously fi- 
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nancially embarrassed because of crop 
impoverishment and bad foreign invest- 
ments in Brazil, Russia, and the Balkans, 
was subject to continued internal political 
upheavals, with ever-changing Ministries 
and a growing Socialist Party. 

Austria, ‘the ramshackle empire,” 
was in danger of disintegrating from a 
variety of causes, not the least of which 
was the infusibility of its racially dif- 
ferent elements. Germany, in a blind 
race for commercial supremacy, suffered 
from industrial overproduction, thus 
creating an unhealthy financial condition 
which fortified the Socialist Party to an 
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extent which threatened her imperialistic 
form of government itself. 

So these monarchies wnose days were 
numbered, because of dissatisfaction at 
the waste and extravagance of a world 
gone mad with national excesses com- 
mitted in the name of civilization, in 
reality the price of our moderinization, 
in a final desperate effort to rally their 
waning fortunes stampeded their awak- 
ening masses into a ruinous interracial 
war in order to stave off the torch and 
the guillotine. 

GEORGE E. BERNHEIMER. 

New York, Oct. 30, 1914. 


Russia to Blame 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 
LLOW me to submit the follow- 
A ing in answer to the article of 
James M. Beck, entitled “ Case 
ef the Double Alliance vs. the 
Triple Entente,” published in THE NEW 
York TIMES of Oct. 25, 1914: 

The case of “ Russian Mobilization vs. 
German Mediation.” Q.—Upon whom 
was the duty to yield? 

Mr. Beck has spent considerable time 
and effort to prove, at least by infer- 
ence, that Germany must have been in- 
formed beforehand of the Austrian ulti- 
matum to Servia. Personally, I am con- 
vinced that the ultimatum in question 
was sent with the full knowledge and 
consent of Germany; and, whether this 
is true or not, I maintain that it was 
Austria’s duty to inform her ally before 
taking a step which was likely to en- 
danger the peace of Europe. 

The concession of this point takes me 
immediately to the ultimatum itself and 
to the question, “ Was the tenor of the 
ultimatum justified? ” Mr. Beck, in his 
judgment, says: “The ultimatum is 
grossly unreasonable and disappropriate 
to any grievance that Austria had.” 
Perhaps Mr. Beck is right, but I have 
good reasons to think that the tenor of 
the ultimatum was fully justified, in 
view of Servia’s former conduct. 


Austria was dealing here with a Gov- 
ernment the real spirits of which had 
come into power by the commission of 
one of the most dastardly crimes of 
modern times. A crime which, at the 
time of its commission, sent a shock of 
horror through the entire civilized world, 
to wit, “the outrageous murder of the 
former King and Queen of Servia,” out- 
rageous because it was perpetrated by 
the so-called aristocracy of Servia. The 
long-continued agitation carried on by 
Servia against Austria, at the instiga- 
tion of Russia, which finally culminated 
in another no less outrageous assassina- 
tion, that of the Archduke Francis Fer- — 
dinand and his consort, to my idea fully 
justified Austria in making demands 
which under ordinary circumstances 
might have been termed “ unreasonable.” 

The question whether Austria was jus- 
tified in going to war against Servia is 
a debatable one, but I respectfully refer 
to the fact that our own country, the 
United States, was only very recently on 
the verge of precipitating war with a 
“much weaker” nation than ours, on 
account of the latter’s refusal to salute 
the American flag. Neither did we stop 
on that occasion with the ultimatum, but 
we followed it up with dispatching a 
fleet of warships, the landing of troops, 
and the seizure of Vera Cruz. 


¥ 


“ CRITICS DISPUTE MR. BECK 


435 


From the time Austria’s ultimatum 
was sent all the great powers seemed 
to have professed a great eagerness for 
the preservation of peace. Mr. Beck as- 
serts that Germany was not sincere in 
its desire for peace and could have 
avoided the war if it had seriously tried 
to exert its influence over Austria. This 
finding is based on the inference drawn 
from the fact that Germany failed to 
achieve any results. 

To determine whether Mr. Beck is jus- 
tified in finding as he does, it is neces- 
sary, first of all, to examine the exact 
status of the powers at the time the ulti- 
matum was sent. We find that Austria 
had a just grievance against Servia, for 
which it was seeking redress. An issue 
was therefore raised between Austria 
and Servia. Germany, although Austria’s 
ally, immediately defined its attitude by 
declaring emphatically that “the ques- 
tion at issue was one for settlement be- 
tween Servia and Austria alone.” 

Why Did Russia Mobilize? = 

I beg to ask Mr. Beck to answer the 
following question: 
moral, legal, or equitable—did Russia 
make Servia’s cause its own? Did Rus- 
sia have any alliance with Servia? I 
further ask: What privity existed be- 
tween Austria, Servia, and Russia? 

Suppose Mr. Beck can justify the action 
of Russia, although a “rank outsider,” 
in taking Servia’s part, how can he pos- 
sibly justify the positively unreasonable 
and, under the circumstances, most dan- 
gerous step of “actual mobilization” on 
the part of Russia? 

Mr. Beck has tried to justify the mo- 
bilization by quoting the Russian excuse 
“that Rusgia’s mobilization was only for 
a defense against Austria.” On close 
examination what does this amount to? 
It resolves itself into a situation some- 
what like this: A sends an ultimatum to 
B seeking redress for a wrong committed 
by B upon A, whereupon C mobilizes 
“for defense against A.” I leave it to 
the average American of ordinary in- 
telligence to find a reason for C’s mo- 
pilization “for defense against A.” Mr. 
Beck might as well try to justify a 
mobilization on the part of Japan if the 


By what right— 


United States was preparing to invade 
Mexico for the purpose of redressing an 
insult to the American flag. Does Mr. 
Beck realize the seriousness of actual 
mobilization by Russia at that critical 
moment? Not one of the other powers 
dared to take this one step which among 
nations is regarded as tantamount to a 
declaration of war. 


And what did the Kaiser do at this 
moment? He did the only thing he could 
do, and, I dare say, the only thing our 
American Nation could have done under 
the same circumstances. He wired the 
Czar and stated: “I am willing to bring 
my influences to bear upon Austria, pro- 
vided you agree to cease mobilization.” 
Was this demand unreasonable? What 
else could Germany have done, I ask, 
with the Russian bear standing on the 
border with the sword already drawn? 
This moment was the crucial and decisive 
one in the prologue to this awful world 
drama. 


The only question therefore, and the 
all-important one to be submitted to the 
Court of Civilization, is, Whose duty was 
it to yield? Was it Russia’s, with the 
sword already drawn against a country 
which had not attacked it, not even 
threatened it, or was it Germany’s, with 
the sword in the sheath? 

In his “conclusion,” Mr. Beck speaks 
of Germany as “beset on every hand by 
powerful antagonists.” Does he really 
mean to deprive the German Emperor of 
the right to demand as a condition 
precedent to mediation on his part the 
discontinuance of mobilization by Rus- 
sia? 

Mr. Beck in his “ judgment” under 
Paragraph 4 says “that Austria, having 
mobilized its army, Russia was reason- 
ably justified in mobilizing its forces.” 
The use of the qualifying word “ reason- 
ably’? seems to indicate that even Mr. 
Beck is not quite certain that Russia was 
in fact justified in mobilizing its forces. 

Is it reasonable, just, and fair of Mr. 
Beck to expect Germany, “beset on 
every hand by powerful antagonists,” to 
permit Russia to continue mobilizing its 
18,000,000 soldiers and have Germany 
believe that Russia was sincere in its 
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“peaceful intentions” in the face of ac- 
tual mobilization? At this moment the 
German Kaiser made a very reasonable 
demand upon Russia to cease mobiliza- 
tion, and I ask every fair-minded Ameri- 
can, whether lawyer or layman, “ whose 
duty it was to yield” at this moment. 
The answer to this question will settle 
the much-disputed point as to the actual 
cause of the war. 

In conclusion, I beg to ask Mr. Beck: 
Why expect so much of Germany and 
nothing of Russia, when Germany had 
not merely professed her peaceful inten- 
tions, but actually maintained peace for 
over forty years, during which period 
not a foot of territory had been acquired 
by her through conquest? This is a 
fact. 

Coming into a court of law supported 
by such a reputation, does Mr. Beck 
really believe that the decision of the 
court would have been in favor of Russia? 
Does Mr. Beck really believe that the de- 
cision would have been against Germany, 
whose war lord was begging the Czar 
almost on his knees to avoid the awful 
calamity by the discontinuance of mobil- 
ization ? 

Picture the United States about to in- 
vade Mexico to redress an insult to the 
American flag. Picture England as the 
ally of the United States, and Japan sup- 


In Defense 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 


EFERRING to your editorial, 

R “The Evidence Examined,” in 

your Sunday edition, I wish to 

protest. emphatically against 

your assertion that a “ Court of Civiliza- 

tion” must inevitably come to the con- 

clusion that Germany precipitated the 

war. There are still millions of civilized 

people who see these things quite dif- 
ferently. 


Mr. Beck makes out a case from the 
viewpoint of the accusing party—of 
course, nobody will doubt the legal abil- 
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porting Mexico, without any alliance 
existing between the two latter coun- 
tries. To make this example conform to 
the actual facts under discussion, we 
must, of course, assume that both Japan 
and England are situated in the North 
American Continent, and across the bor- 
der from the United States and England. 
Japan, with an army of 18,000,000 sol- 
diers, (assumed for the purpose of argu- 
ment,) mobilizes her army, professedly 
for defense against the United States. 
Could any fair-minded American possibly 
expect England to intercede with her ally, 
the United States, without first demand- 
ing the demobilization of Japan? Whose 
duty was it to yield? 

The actual fact is that Germany even 
then did not declare war against Russia 
until Russian soldiers had actually 
crossed not the Austrian_but the German 
border. 

I may add that in writing the above I 
am prompted only by the very natural 
desire, viz., to impress upon the jury com- 
posed of the American people the one 
fact which should be given the most care- 
ful consideration in order to enable it to 
arrive at a just verdict in the case sub- 
mitted, and this fact is “‘ the mobilization 
of Russia.” 

FRANK SEGGEBRUCH. 

New York, Oct. 29, 1914. 


of Austria 


ities of Mr. Beck—but before the Su- 
preme Court of Civilization there is also 
a law: audiatur et altera pars. Mr. Beck, 
as he presents the case to the court, hes 
not mentioned very important points 
which, for the decision of the Supreme 
Court, would be most vital ones. 


At first the breach of Belgian neu- 
trality, admitted and regretted by the 
German Government, has nothing to do 
with the question—who precipitated the 
war? It constituted only an action of 
the war itself. On the other hand, you 
call in your editorial the Austrian ulti- 
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matum a savage one and take it for 
granted that this ultimatum started the 
stone rolling and brought finally the 
general clash in Europe about. This pre- 
sumption, when presented to the court, 
will have to be thoroughly proved, be- 
cause there are many people, fair and 
just, as you consider yourself, who are 
convinced of the ample justification of 
this ultimatum. . 

It is hardly describable how many 
criminal acts have been committed by 
Servians against the very existence of the 
Dual Monarchy for the last six years, 
under the eyes of the Servian Govern- 
ment and approved by it, by intriguing 
against Austria’s right to cultivate her 
own territory; Bosnia, spreading secret 
societies all over the empire, &c. 

The awful crime, the assassination of 
the heir to the throne, was only the finish 
of a long chain of like acts. These facts, 
which immediately lead up to the ulti- 
matum, ought to be considered in the 
first place by judging Austria’s justifica- 
tion for sending this ultimatum to Servia. 
A just Judge in the Court of Civilization 
will, I am convinced, carefully study the 
ante-history and in all probability arrive 
at the conclusion that the ultimatum was 
amply justified and Servia fully deserved 
the severest punishment possible. 

Mr. Beck presents to the court the 
Russian interference with this intended 
punishment and forgets to tell the Judge 
that Russia had not the least right to 
this interference. No foreign power had. 
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Therefore, Austria was entirely within 
her right to decline any negotiations with 
Russia about this punishment before its 
completion. Nevertheless, the German 
Government brought these negotiations 
about, and, while these negotiations pro- 
ceeded satisfactorily, Russia mobilized, 
mobilized all along her western frontier 
against Austria and Germany, notwith- 
standing the fact that she had promised 
not to do so and officials in Petrograd 
had pledged their words to the contrary. 


Russia knew there could be no such 
thing as a war with Austria alone, as 
well as Germany knew that a war with 
Russia meant a war with France. If the 
laws of morality rule in the Court of 
Civilization, they should above all be ap- 
plied to the conduct of Servia and Russia. 
Austria was in a state of self-defense, 
when she decided not to bear any longer 
Servia’s treacherous and murderous at- 
tacks against her existence; this is en- 
tirely within the boundaries of the laws 
of morality. Russia, however, without 
the slightest right, moral or legal, at- 
tacked Austria from the back by inter- 
fering with Austria’s own affairs. — 

Therefore I wish to point out that a 
careful student of the papers, by consid- 
ering the ante-history of the war, which, — 
as you will admit, is very essential, may 
come to a quite different conclusion and 
Mr. Beck as State’s attorney will have a 
hard stand against the counsel of the 
defendant. EDWARD PICK. 

New York, Oct. 27, 1914. 


Defense of the Dual Alliance—A Reply 


By Dr. Edmund von Mach. . 
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ON. JAMES M. BECK has elo- 
H quently argued the case of the 
Allies against Germany and 
Austria-Hungary, and submit- 
ted his findings with confident assurance 
of their acceptance by the Supreme Court 
of Civilization. Carried away by his zeal 
he has at times used terms not warranted 
by the evidence, such as “the irrepres- 
sible Kaiser,” ‘“‘ stupid falsehood,” “ du- 
plicity,” and the like, but since the court 
can be trusted to disregard such expres- 
sions no further attention will be paid to 
them. 

To a certain extent this article is not 
a reply but a continuation of Mr. Beck’s 
argument, for, wherever our personal 
sympathies may lie, we are all equally 
interested in discovering the truth. In 
the final settlement of peace American 
public opinion may, nay, will, have a 
prominent voice. If it is exerted on the 
strength of a true understanding of Euro- 
pean events, it will contribute to the es- 
tablishment of a lasting peace. | 

As to the evidence submitted Mr. 
Beck seems to err in believing that Gov- 
ernments are accustomed to publish in 
their various white, gray, or orange 
papers “the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth.” This is nowhere 
done, for there are many bits of informa- 
tion which come to a Government 
through its diplomatic connections which 
it would be indelicate, discourteous, or 
unwise to give to the public. The offi- 
cial documents on American foreign re- 
lations and all white, gray, or orange 
papers are “edited.” They are under- 
stood to be so by Congress, Parliament, 
the Reichstag, the Duma, &c., and no 
charge of dishonesty can be maintained 
against the respective Governments on 
that score. 


If the Chancellor says that Germany 
was using her good offices in Vienna, 
this is as valuable a bit of evidence as 
the reprint of a dispatch in the “ White 
Paper,” unless we wish to impugn his 
veracity, and in that case the copy of a 
dispatch would be valueless, for he might 
haved forged it. The entire argument, 
therefore, against Germany and Austria, 
based on what Mr. Beck calls the “ sup- 
pression of vitally important documents,” 
is void, unless you will apply it equally 
to Great Britain and the other countries. 

In Sir Edward Grey’s “ White Paper ” 
Mr. Beck has missed no important docu- 
ments because he looked at England’s 
well-prepared case through sympathetic 
eyes, and it did not occur to him to ask, 
“Where are all the documents bearing 
on Italian neutrality? ” Does he believe 
that England was so little interested in 
the question whether she would have to 
fight two or three foes, and whether her 
way to Egypt and India would be safe 
or threatened? There are many dispatches 
to and from Rome included in the “ White 
Paper,” but not a mention of Italy’s 
position. 

The first paper contains a letter to 
the British Ambassador in Berlin con- 
cerning the Austro-Servian relations. Is 
it not probable that Sir Edward Grey’s 
attention was called to this question by 
his Ambassador in Vienna? Where is 
his letter? Or, if Sir Edward thought 
of it himself, why did he not mention 
his conversation also to Sir M. de Bunsen 
in Vienna? Where is this note? Are 
we to assume that Sir M. de. Bunsen 
made his first report on July 23, al- 
though Sir Edward Goschen in Berlin 
had an interesting report to make a day 
earlier? 

We can thus go through the whole 
British “ White Paper ” and discover the 
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omission of many interesting documents. 

No. 38 is a letter from Sir Rennell 
Rodd in Rome, dated on July 23 and 
received on July 27. He had no doubt 
sent also a telegram. What did it 
contain, and why was it not published 
under the date of its arrival instead of 
the letter which had been delayed in 
transit ? 

Where Is No. 28? 

In No. 29- Sir Edward Grey refers in 
a telegram to Sir R. Rodd to what “I 
had said to the German Ambassador.” 
Such a reference could have a meaning 
for Sir R. Rodd only if he had been in- 
formed of this conversation. There is no 
dispatch printed in the “ White Paper” 
containing this information. Possibly 
it was so entwined with other instruc- 
tions, which Sir Edward Grey did not 
care to have known, that it could not be 
published. Was it perhaps sent to the 
printer first as No. 28, and removed at 
the last moment when it was too late to 
change the subsequent numbers? Or, if 
this assumption is wrong, what was 
printed originally as No. 28? Where is 
No. 28? There are other omissions, and 
one especially noteworthy one between 
Nos. 80 and 106 which will be discussed 
later. 

Viewed in this light, the English 
“ White Paper ” loses much of the value 
of a complete record, which it has had 
in the eyes of many. There is abso- 
lutely no reason to doubt the accuracy 
of those dispatches which have 
been printed, but it becomes incumbent 
upon the searcher after the truth to in- 
quire whether the existence of unprinted 
(in the case of the German “ White Pa- 
per” Mr. Beck uses the term “sup- 
pressed ”’) papers may not at times alter 
the interpretation which should be given 
to those that are printed. 

Since we have no published records 
anywhere concerning the advice given to 
Italy by the Allies, and the gradual 
steps leading up to Italy’s decision to 
remain neutral; nor any hint as to the 
day when her decision was communi- 
cated to England and the other powers, 
it would be futile to speculate on this 
subject. Since, however, the Queen of 
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Italy and the wife of the Commander in 
Chief of the Russian forces are sisters, 
and since it was in the interest of the 
Allies to keep Italy neutral, it is not un- 
reasonable to assume that an exchange 
of opinion took place between Italy and 
the Allies concerning the conditions un- 
der which Italy would remain neutral. 


If the actual opening of hostilities 
could be so managed that Germany could 
be called the aggressor, then Italy prob- 
ably declared that she would not enter 
the war. This is a very important phase 
of the case, and the omission from Sir 
Edward Grey’s “White Paper” of all 
dispatches dealing with Italian neutral- 
ity is much to be regretted. 

Since we are dealing with the Italian 
dispatches here, it may be advisable to 
consider at once all the communications | 
which are published as having passed be- 
tween Sir Edward Grey and the British 
Ambassador, Sir Rennell Rodd, in Rome. 


“They are numbered 19, (perhaps 28,) 29, 


35, 36, 38, 49, 57, 68, 64, 80, 81, 86, 92, 
100, and 106, of which the important - 
numbers are 38, 57, 64, 80, and 86. 

On July 23 Sir Edward Grey was in- 
formed that “the gravity of the situa- 
tion lay in the conviction of the Austro- 
Hungarian Government that it was abso- 
lutely necessary for their prestige, after 
the many disillusions which the turn of 
events in the Balkans has occasioned, to 
score a definite success.” (No. 88.) 

‘Austria, in other words, believed that 
to. let the murder of her heir-apparent 
pass unpunished would have meant a 
deathblow to her prestige, and conse- 
quently, as any one familiar with her 
conditions will agree, to her existence. 
Russia, on the other hand, on July 25 
said (see No. 17, report from Sir G. 
Buchanan) that she could not “allow 
(note the word) Austria to crush Servia 
and become the predominant power in 
the Balkans, and if she feels secure of 
the support of France, she will face all 
the risks of war.” 

These two dispatches to Sir Edward 
Grey tell the whole story in a nutshell. 
Austria believed, rightly or wrongly, 
that it was a question of life or death for 
her, while Russia claimed the right of 
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preventing Austria from becoming the 
predominate power in the Balkans, and 
actually threatened war. Russia did not 
claim to be concerned with the justice of 
Austria’s demands on Servia. 

No such definite word of Russia’s in- 
tention was sent to Germany, for on July 
26 Sir M. de Bunsen reported Germany’s 
confident belief that “Russia will keep 
quiet during the chastisement of Servia.” 
(No. 82.) c 

On the next day Sir Rennell Rodd re- 
ports from Rome (No. 57) that the Min- 
ister of Foreign Affairs believes that 
“if Servia will even now accept it (the 
Austrian note) Austria will be satisfied ” 
and refrain from a punitive war. He, 
moreover, believes—and this is very im- 
portant—that Servia may be induced to 
accept the note in its entirety on the ad- 
vice of the four powers invited to the 
conference, and this would enable her to 
say that she had yielded to Europe and 
not to Austria-Hungary alone.” Since 
Italy was to be one of the four powers, 
the Minister’s belief was doubtless based 
on accurate information. There is then 
as late as July 27 no claim made by Ser- 
via that Austria’s demands are unreason- 
able. She only hates to yield to Austria 
alone. Austria, in the meanwhile, (No. 
57,) repeats her assurance that she de- 
mands no territorial sacrifices from 
Servia. 

On the next day, July 28, Sir Rennell 
Rodd reports (No. 64) that “ Servia 
might still accept the whole Austrian 
note, if some explanation were given re- 
garding mode in which Austrian agents 
would require to intervene.” Austria, on 
her part, had explained that “the co- 
operation of the Austrian agents in Ser- 
via was to be only in investigation, not 
in judicial or administrative measures. 
Servia was said to have willfully misin- 
terpreted this.” (No. 64.) 

From these reports it appears that the 
differences between Austria and Servia 
were on the way to a solution. Austria 
claimed that her demands were just, and 
Servia did not deny this. Austria further 
claimed that her prestige, her very exist- 
ence, demanded the prompt compliance 
with her requests by Servia. She ex- 


plained in a satisfactory way the one 
point on which Servia had taken excep- 
tions, and Servia was on the point of 
complying, and would have complied, if 
the powers had been willing to let her do 
so. Such a conclusion of the incident 
would have strengthened Austria’s pres- 
tige and assured the punishment of the 
murderers of Serajevo. 


Russia’s Remark About Austria. 

The reason why Servia was not allowed 
to submit was Russia’s remark, quoted 
above, that she would not “allow” Aus- 
tria to become the predominant power in 
the Balkans. It was, therefore, Russia’s 
task to prevent Servia from accepting 
Austria’s note. Since war was her alter- 
native, baldly stated to England from the 
first, she had to do three things—first, 
to secure as many allies as possible; sec- 
ondly, to weaken her enemies, preferably 
by detaching from them Italy, and, third- 
ly, to get as much of a start in her mo- 
bilization as possible. 


The treaties between Russia, France, 
and Great Britain, unlike those between 
Germany, Austria, and Italy, have never 
been published. Whatever their wording 
may be, Russia was at first apparently 
not absolutely sure of the support of 
France, (No. 17,) and France, it would 
seem, was unwilling to tempt fate with- 
out the help of England. That England 
should be willing to join such a combi- 
nation for such a cause seemed so pre- 
posterous to Germany that she did not 
believe it. Without England no France, 
without France no war, for alone Russia 
could not measure herself against Aus- 
tria. Austria would not have attacked 
her of her own free will, but if Russia 
had attacked Austria, the whole world 
knew from the published treaties that 
Germany was bound to come to the as- 
sistance of her ally. It would have been 
two against one, and the two could have 
waited until Russia had finished her 
cumbersome mobilization. For even if 
she had her whole army of many million 
men on the frontier, Austria and Ger- 
many together were strong enough to 
stem her advance. 


Russia’s only chance, therefore, when 
Servia was on the point of yielding, and 
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Austria had almost re-established her 
prestige, was to secure the help of 
France, but this meant also the promise 
of England. 

The demands made on England by 
Russia, some of which are quoted in the 
“White Paper,” are too well known to 
deserve repetition. This was the chief 
thing that counted, to get England’s 
promise. The next was to detach Italy 
from her allies, (but of this there are 
no documents available,) and the third 
to gain time for her mobilization. 
All the other suggestions and counter- 
suggestions which fill the English 
“White Paper” are insignificant, as 
soon as the fundamental positions of 
Austria and Russia are understood. 

Germany has claimed that England 
promised her support to Russia and 
France on July 30, or in the night of 
July 29, and, to prove it, has published 
the letter from the Belgian Minister in 
St. Petersburg to his Minister of Foreign 
Affairs, printed in translation in THE 
New YorRK TIMES on Oct. 7. This letter, 
which has not been officially denied by 
the Allies, states that the promise of 
England’s support gave the Russian war 
party the upper hand and resulted in 
the order of complete mobilization. 

English “ White Paper’s ” Testimony. 

Strangely enough, and doubtless by an 
oversight, the English “ White Paper” 
contains two dispatches (Nos. 80 and 
106) which seem to confirm the accuracy 
of M. de 1’Escaille’s statement, viz., that 
England promised the Russian-French 
combination her support. 

On July 29 Sir Rennell Rodd wrote 
to Sir Edward Grey (No. 80) that the 
Italian Minister of Foreign Affairs had 
told him “ there seemed to be a difficulty 
in making Germany believe that Russia 
was in earnest. As Germany, however, 
was really anxious for good relations 
with ourselves, if she believed that Great 
Britain would act with Russia and 
France, he thought it would have a great 
effect.” 

In a later dispatch of the same day 
(No. 86) he deprecates Russia’s partial 
mobilization, which he fears has spoiled 
the chances of Germany’s exerting any 
pressure on Austria. 


“What is Germany’s attitude? 


But on the next day, July 30, these 
remarkable words occur: “He [the 
Italian Minister] had reason to. believe 
that Germany was now disposed to give 
more conciliatory advice to Austria, as 
she seemed convinced that we should act 
with France and Russia, and was most 
anxious to avoid issue with us.” (No. 
106.) 


Readers of the “White Paper” will 
look in vain for an explanation of such 
a change of heart on Germany’s part. 
What does “now” mean in the last let- 
ter? And why does Germany seem “con- 
vinced ” that England will act with Rus- 
sia—if not that she has heard of the 
promise mentioned by M. de l’Escaille, as 
given early on July 30 or late the 29th? 
The dates agree, and unless Sir Edward 
Grey publishes further papers to 
explain the change that had taken place 
between July 29 and July 30 one seems 
forced to accept this explanation. 

Does 
she rush into war? Not at all, for she 
is “most anxious to avoid issue” with ° 
England. (No. 106.) Germany knew that 
Russia had begun to mobilize. Every 
day, every hour counted; for against the 
masses of Russia she had only her 
greater speed to match. She knew that 
England had gone over to Russia, al- 
though she was probably hoping that the 
alliance between the Saxon and the Slav 
was not yet irrefragable. Still, the pros- 
pects were dark. But in spite of this the 
efforts were renewed to see what could 
be done in Vienna. 

The famous exchange of telegrams be- 
tween royalty began in the evening of 
July 29; and here it is wise to halt for 
a moment. On July 30 the Czar tele- 
graphed to the Emperor in reply to the 
Emperor’s expression of regret that Rus- 
sia should be mobilizing, as follows: “The 
military measures in force now were de- 
creed five days ago.” That is, accord- 
ing to the Czar, the Russian mobilization 
had. begun on July 25. On July 27, how- 
ever, the Russian Minister of War, M. 
Suchomlinow, had declared to the Ger- 
man Military Attaché “on his word of 
honor” that’ no mobilization order had 
been issued. July 25, however, it will be 
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remembered, was the day on which Sir 
G. Buchanan had reported from St. Pe- 
tersburg that Russia will “face all risks 
of war” if she can feel sure of the sup- 
port of France. 

On July 31 Russia mobilized her entire 
army, which led to Germany’s ultimatum 
that Russia demobilize within twelve 
hours. No reply was received to the 
request, and orders for the mobilization 
of the German Army were issued at 5:15 
P. M., Aug. 1, after the German Ambas- 
sador in St. Petersburg had been in- 
structed to declare that, owing to the 
continued mobilization of the Russian 
Army, a state of war existed between the 
two countries. 

Kaiser Tried to Keep Peace. 


In order to understand this step one 
should read the book ‘‘La France Vic- 
torieuse dans la Guerre de Demain,” 
(“France Victorious in the Next War,”) 
by Col. Arthur Boucher, published in 1911. 
Col. Boucher has stated the case baldly 
and so simply that every one can under- 
stand it. In substance his argument is 
this: “ Alone France has no chance, but 
together with Russia she will win against 
Germany. Suppose the three countries 
are beginning mobilization on the same 
day. Germany finishes first, France 
second, and Russia last. Germany must 
leave some of her troops on her east- 
ern frontier, the rest she throws against 
France. All France has to do is to hold 
them for a few days. [Col. Boucher 
mentions the exact number of days. This 
book is not at hand, and the writer pre- 
fers not to quote from memory.] Then 
Russia comes into play, more German 
troops will be needed in the East, the 
French proceed to an attack on their 
weakened enemy, and La France sera 
victorieuse.” 

Everything hinges on just a couple of 
days or so. A couple of days! And how 
much of a start had Russia? She had 
begun on July 25; on July 27 definite 
news of the Russian mobilization was re- 
ported in Berlin, although the Minister 
of War denied it “on his honor.” 
On July 30 England was under- 
stood to have promised her support 
to Russia, and the Czar acknowledged 
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that Russia had been mobilizing for the 
past five days. Five days! And Col. 
Boucher, expressing the opinion of mili- 
tary experts, had counted on victory on 
a much smaller margin! 

Do the Judges of the Supreme Court 
of Civilization realize the almost super- 
human efforts in the interest of peace 
made by the German Emperor? Russia 
has a start of five days, and on July 31 
a start of six days. Can we not hear 
all the military leaders imploring the 
Emperor not to hesitate any longer? 
But in the interest of peace the Emperor 
delays. He has kept the peace for Ger- 
many through the almost thirty years of 
his reign. He prays to his God, in Whom 
he has placed his trust through all his 
upright life, with a fervor which has 
often brought him ridicule. Also, he 
still believes in England, and hopes 
through her efforts to be able to keep 
the peace. He waits another day. A 
start of seven days for Russia! The 
odds against Germany have grown tre- 
mendously. At last he orders mobiliza- 
tion. For a longer delay he would not 
have been able to answer to his country. 
As it is, there are many people who 
blame him severely for having waited 
so long. ; 


But William II. was right, for when 
the world will begin to realize the 
agonies through which he must have 
passed during these days of waiting, and 
the sacrifices he made in his effort to 
preserve peace, it will judge Germany 
rightly, and call the Emperor the great 
prince of peace that he is. 

But, it has been said, why did he not 
avoid war, either by forcing Austria to 
yield to Russia, or, if she refused, by 
withdrawing from her? In common with 
the whole of Germany, he probably felt 
that Austria’s position was right. Servia 
herself, as has been seen above, did not 
claim that she was unjustly treated, 
whatever outsiders thought af Austria’s 
demands; and Austria was fully justified 
by past events in believing that it was 
with her a question of life and death. 
Should Germany sacrifice her faithful 
friend under such circumstances, and for 
what? For the arrogance of Russia, who 
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would not “allow” her to re-establish 
her prestige in a righteous cause? The 
word “righteous ” is used advisedly, be- 
cause in the early stages of the contro- 
versy nobody, not even Russia nor Servia 
herself, denied the justice of Austria’s 
demands. The writer is informed that 
even the liberal English press found no 
fault with the course taken by Austria, 
although it commented adversely on the 
language used in the note. 


What would have been the result of 
peace bought by Germany at such a 
cost? It would have alienated her only 
faithful friend without laying the foun- 
dations for a lasting friendship with her 
opponents. This at least was Germany’s 
honest belief. She may have been wrong. 
History more probably will call her right. 
To desert Austria might have postponed 
the war, but when it would have come 
Germany would have stood alone, and, 
worse, she would have lost her self- 
respect. Le 

This claim may sound strange in the 
ears of those who have just witnessed 
and will never forget the suffering of 
that beautiful little country, Belgium. 
They hold that, since Germany 
invaded Belgium, it is Germany who 
broke a treaty and who is to blame. 

Mr. Beck considers this to be so self- 
evident that he deems it unnecessary to 
advance any proof. He quotes the Chan- 
cellor’s speech, and, moving for a quick 
verdict, declares his motion of guilty 
carried. The matter, however, is not 
quite so simple for the man who is seek- 
ing for the whole truth. Let us look at 
the facts. 7 

Belgium was a neutral country, just 
as any country has the right to declare 
itself neutral, with this difference: that 
in 1839 she had promised to five powers— 
Great Britain, France, Russia, Austria, 
and Prussia—that she would remain per- 
petually neutral. These five powers in 
their turn had promised to guarantee her 
neutrality. She was, however, a sov- 
ereign State, and as such had the un- 
doubted right to cease being neutral 
whenever she chose by abrogating the 
Treaty of 1839. If the other high con- 
trating parties did not agree with her, 
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it was their right to try to coerce Bel- 
gium to keep to her pledges, although 
this would undoubtedly have been an in- 
fringement of her sovereignty. 

The Treaty of 1839 contains the word 
“ vertetual,”’ but so does the treaty be- 
tween France and Germany, in which 
Alsace and Lorraine are ceded by France 
to be perpetually an integral part of the 
German Empire. Does this mean that 
France, if the Allies should win, could 
not retake these provinces? Nobody 
probably will believe this. 

The Treaty of 1889 was a treaty just 
like the Treaty of 1871, with this differ- 
ence, that the latter treaty was con- 
cluded between two powers, and the 
earlier one between five powers on one 
side and Belgium and Holland on the 
other. This gave certain rights to all 
the signatory powers, any one of whom 
had the right to feel itself sufficiently 
aggrieved to go to war if any other 
power disregarded the treaty. 


Rights of Neutrals. 


There was once another neutral State, 
the city and district of Cracow, also es- 
tablished by a treaty to which Great 
Britain was a signatory. Three of the 
signers considered the conditions de- 
veloping in Cracow to be so threatening 
that they abolished Cracow as- an inde- 
pendent State. Great Britain sent a 
polite note of protest, and dropped the 
matter. © 

Since that time, however, two Hague 
Conferences have been held and certain 
rules agreed upon concerning the rights 
and duties of neutrals. The Belgian 
status of inviolability rests on these 
rules, called conventions, rather than on 
the Treaty of 1839. During the Franco- 
Prussian War of 1870 Mr. Gladstone 
very clearly stated that he did not con- 
sider the Treaty of 1839 enforceable. 
Great Britain, therefore, made two new 
treaties, one with France and one with 
Prussia (quoted and discussed in Boston 
Evening Transcript, Oct. 14, 1914) in 
which she promised to defend Belgian 
neutrality, by the side of either France 
or Prussia, against that one of them 
who should infringe the neutrality. 

These treaties were to terminate one 
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year after peace had been concluded be- 
tween the contestants. A treaty, like the 
one of 1839, however, which was con- 
sidered unenforceable in 1870, can hardly 
be claimed to have gained new rights in 
1914. In calm moments nobody will 
claim that a greater sanctity attaches 
to it than to the treaty in which Alsace 
and Lorraine are ceded forever to Ger- 
many. 

No, it is The Hague Conventions to 
which we must look. The first conven- 
tion (1899) contained no rules forbid- 
ding belligerents from entering neutral 
territory. In the second conference it 
was thought desirable to formulate such 
rules, because it was felt that in war 
belligerents are at liberty to do what is 
not expressly forbidden. At the request 
of France, therefore, a new set of rules 
was suggested, to which Great Britain 
and Belgium offered valuable amend- 
ments. The rules were finally accepted, 
and are today parts of international law. 
They read: “ Article I. The territory of 
neutral powers is inviolable. Article II. 
Belligerents are forbidden to move troops 
or convoys of either munitions of war or 
supplies across the territory of a neutral 
power.” 


These articles, together with the whole 
convention called “ Rights and duties of 
neutral powers and persons in case of 
war on land,’ have been ratified and 
therefore accepted as law by the United 
States of America, Austria, Belgium, 
France, Germany, Japan, and Russia and 
other minor powers. Great Britain ex- 
perienced a change of heart, and, al- 
though her own delegates had moved 
these articles, she refused to ratify them, 
when she ratified most of the other con- 
ventions on Nov. 27, 1909. (A table 
showing the ratifications of conventions 
has been published by The World Peace 
Foundation, Boston.) 

The Case of pe 

Since Great Britain did not accept 
these articles as law, she was not bound 
by them, for the principle of The Hague 
Conferences is that a nation is bound 
only by those laws which it accepts. 
The remarkable fact, therefore, appears 
that the only one of the big nations 


which had refused to accept these ar- 
ticles, and which, therefore, might have 
moved her troops across a neutral coun- 
try and have claimed that she could do 
so with a clear conscience because she 
broke no law which was binding on her, 
was Great Britain. And the world now 
sees the spectacle of Great Britain claim- 
ing to have gone to war because an- 
other power did what she herself could 
have done, according to her own inter- 
pretation, with impunity. Japan has 
broken the international law by infring- 
ing the neutrality of China, but Great 
Britain can claim that she did not break 
a law by doing exactly what Japan did. 

It is not asserted here that the citizens 
of Great Britain are not absolutely sin- 
cere in their belief of the causes which 
have allied them with the Russians and 
the Japanese, and the Indians and the 
Zouaves, and the negroes and the French 
and the Belgians against Germany. 
Their Government, however, should have 
known that the presumption of insin- 
cerity exists when one charges against 
others a crime which one would have 
felt at liberty to commit one’s self. Yet, 
more, the British Government knew bet- 
ter than anybody else that Germany had 
not even committed this crime; for, ac- 
cording to all laws of justice, no person 
or nationscan claim the inviolability of 
a neutral] when he has committed “hos- 
tile acts against a belligerent, or acts in 
favor of a belligerent.” (Article XVII. 
of The Hague Conference of 1907.) 

The question, therefore, arises, “ Did 
Belgium commit acts in favor of one of 
Germany’s opponents, if not actually 
hostile acts against Germany?” In 
order to understand Germany’s charge 
that Belgium had committed such acts, 
attention must be directed to one of the 
most unfortunate stipulations of the 
Treaty of 1839, which compelled Belgium 
to maintain several fortresses. This 
meant that a small neutral people, sand- 
wiched in between two great powers, 
had to keep itself informed on military 
affairs. Instead of being able to foster 


a peaceful state of mind, which is the 


surest guarantee of neutrality, the Bel- 
gians were forced to think military 
thoughts. 
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In the eighties and early nineties they 
suspected France of designs on their in- 
tegrity. Since then a change in the 
popular feeling has taken place and in 
recent years the instruction of the Bel- 
gian artillery, for instance, was in- 
trusted to French officers in active serv- 
ice. These officers were constantly at 
home and very properly concerned with 
solving military problems such as a fut- 
ure war with Germany might present. 
_ What was more natural than that these 
same officers, when they were detached 
for a.few months or years to Liége or 
Namur or Huy, taught their Belgian 
charges to prepare against a German 
’ attack, and to look upon the French as 
their friends and the Germans as their 
enemies? If conditions had been dif- 
ferent, and German officers had been 
in charge of Belgian fortresses, the Bel- 
gian guns in practice would always have 
been trained on imaginary French in- 
vaders. 

French Officers in Belgian Forts. 

If this is understood it will be seen 
that in the case of war the actual neu- 
trality of the Belgian garrisons would 
naturally be determined by the position 
taken by that nation whose officers had 
been in charge of the Belgian fortresses. 
And this might be entirely independent 
of the professed wishes of the Belgian 

people or their Government. If French 
officers in active service remained in 
the several fortresses, or even only in 
one after the beginning of hostilities, 
and if the French campaign plans con- 
templated an attack through Belgium, 
then Belgium had committed an “act in 
favor of France” by not forcing the 
French officers to leave, and had for- 
feited the rights and privileges granted 
by The Hague Convention of 1907 to a 
neutral State. 

Did French officers remain in Liége 
_or in any other Belgian fortress after 
hostilities had begun, and did France 
plan to go through Belgium? Germany 
has officially made both claims. The 
first can easily be substantiated by the 
Supreme Court of Civilization by an in- 
_vestigation of the prisoners of war taken 
-in Belgium. Until an impartial inves- 
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tigation becomes possible no further 
proof than the claim made by the Ger- 
man Government can be produced. 


The second charge is contained in No. 
157 of the English “White Paper” in 
these words of instruction from the Ger- 
man Foreign Secretary to the German 
Ambassador in London: “ Please impress 
upon Sir Edward Grey that German 
Army could not be exposed to French at- 
tack across Belgium, which was planned 
according to absolutely unimpeachable 
information.” 


Sir Edward Grey has attacked Ger- 
many for invading Belgium, but has 
nowhere denied that Germany had the 
unimpeachable evidence she said she had, 
and which of course nullified any pre- 
vious assurance from France. 


It is not known whether Sir Edward 
Grey was shown this evidence or not, but 
if the preservation of Belgian neutrality 
was Great Britain’s chief concern, why 
did she not offer to negotiate treaties 
with Germany and France as she had 
done in 1870? It will be remembered 
that then she bound herself to join with 
either of the contestants in defending 
Belgian neutrality against the attacks of 
the other. 

As the case stands today, on the evi- 
dence of Sir Edward Grey’s own “ White 
Paper” and speeches, Great Britain is 
making war on Germany because: 

1. She broke the Treaty of 1839, al- 
though her own Gladstone had declared 
this treaty to be without force, and al- 
though the status of neutral States had 
been removed by The Hague Convention 
from the uncertainty of treaties to the © 
security of international law. 

2. Great Britain makes war against 
Germany because Germany has broken 
Articles I. and Il. of Chapter 1 of The 
Hague Convention referring to neutrals, 
although Great Britain herself has re- 
fused to recognize these articles as bind- 
ing upon her own conduct. 

38. She makes war on Germany al- 
though she has never denied the correct- 
ness of Germany’s assertion that she had 
unimpeachable proof of France’s inten- 
tions of going through Belgium, which, 
together with the sojourn of French 


446 


THE NEW YORK TIMES CURRENT HISTORY OF THE WAR 


officers in Belgium, constitutes the of- 
fense which, according to The Hague 
Convention, deprives a so-called neutral 
State of the privileges granted in Arti- 
cles I. and II. 

It is impossible to say here exactly 
what these proofs are which Germany 
possesses, and which for military reasons 
she has not yet been able to divulge. She 
has published some of them, namely, the 
proof of the continued presence of French 
officers on Belgian soil, and has given 
the names and numbers of the several 
army corps which France had planned to 
push through Belgium. 

The case then stands as follows: 

1. Was the inviolability of Belgium 
guaranteed by Articles I. and II. of The 
Hague Convention? Yes. 

2. Had Germany ratified these arti- 
cles? Yes. 

8. Had Great Britain ratified these 
articles? No. 

4. Would Belgium have forfeited the 
right of having her country held inviola- 
ble if she had committed “acts in favor 
of France,” even if these acts were not 
actually hostile acts? Yes, according to 
Article XVII. of The Hague Convention. 


5. Did Belgium commit “ acts in favor - 


of France,” and was Germany, therefore, 
justified in disregarding the inviolability 
of her territory? 


The Main Question. 


This is the important question, and the 
answer must be left to the Supreme 
Court of Civilization. The weight of the 
evidence would seem to point to a justi- 
fication of Germany. Yet no friend of 
Germany can find fault with those who 
would wish to defer a verdict until such 
a time when Germany can present her 
complete proof to the world, and this 
may be when the war is over. 


Throughout this argument the famous 
passage of the Chancellor’s speech in the 
Reichstag has been disregarded. It 
reads: 

Our troops have occupied Luxemburg 
and perhaps are already on Belgian soil. 
Gentlemen, that is contrary to the dictates 
of international law. It is true that the 
French Government has declared at 


Brussels that France is willing to respect 
the neutrality of Belgium so long as her 
opponents respect it. We knew, however, 
that France stood ready for invasion. The 
wrong—I speak openly—that we are com- 
mitting we will endeavor to make good. 
This has been understood to mean that 
the Chancellor acknowledged that Ger- 
many was breaking the Treaty of 1839 
without warrant, and that Germany, 
therefore, deserved the contempt of the 
world. May it not bear another inter- 
pretation? Thus: 


The Chancellor, like Gladstone in 1870, 
did not consider the 1839 Treaty enforce- 
able, but saw the guarantee for Belgium 
in The Hague Convention. He did not 
wish to offend Belgium by announcing 
to the world that she had lost her rights 
as a neutral because of her acts favor- 
able to France, for when he spoke he was 
still of the opinion that she would ac- 
cept the German offer which guaranteed 
to her both her independence and integ- 
rity. 


And just as Servia would have ac- 
cepted Austria’s note if Russia had per- 
mitted her, so Belgium would not have 
resisted the German demand if it had not 
been for England. 


This can be proved by the British 
“White Paper,” Nos. 153 and 155. In 
the former the King of the Belgians ap- 
peals “to the diplomatic intervention of 
your Majesty’s Government to safeguard 
the integrity of Belgium,” being appar- 
ently of the impression that Germany 
wished to annex parts, if not the whole, 
of his country. The London reply ad- 
vises the Belgians “to resist by any 
means in their power, and that his Maj- 
esty’s Government will support them in 
offering such resistance, and that his 
Majesty’s Government in this event are 
prepared to join Russia and France, if 
desired, in offering to the Belgian Gov- 
ernment at once common action for the 
purpose of resisting use of force by 
Germany against them, and a guarantee 
to maintain their independence and in- 
tegrity in future years.” 


Has Mr. Beck really not noticed in 
this promise the omission of the word 
neutrality? By the Treaty of 1839 Bel- 
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gium enjoyed not only independence and 
integrity, but also perpetual neutrality. 
Does Great Britain offer to fight Ger- 
many for the enforcement of the Treaty 
of 1839? No! Because hereafter the 
word neutrality is dropped from her 
guarantee, and since she alone of all the 
great powers has not ratified the arti- 
cles of The Hague Convention concern- 
ing neutrals she alone will be able to dis- 
regard the inviolability of Belgian soil, 
even though Belgium kept strictly neu- 
tral in a future war. 


And what, finally, does she guarantee 
her? Independence and integrity! That 
is exactly the same that Germany had 
promised her. For this Belgium had to 
be dragged through the horrors of war, 
and the good name of Germany as that 
of an honest nation had to be dragged 
through the mire, and hatred and mur- 
der had to be started, that Belgium 
might get on the battlefield, from the 
insufficient support of Russia and 
France and England, what Germany had 
freely offered her—independence and in- 
tegrity. 

Casual readers would not miss the 
word neutrality from Sir Edward Grey’s 
guarantee, because they do not differ- 
entiate between the words integrity, in- 
dependence, and neutrality. Great Brit- 
ain and her ally Japan, marching 
through China into Kiao-Chau, may be 
said to have violated China’s neutrality, 
but not her independence, nor, so long 
as they refrain from annexing any 
Chinese territory, her integrity. 


Fixing the Blame. 

Nobody familiar with the careful work 
of Sir Edward Grey can for one moment 
believe that Sir Edward inadvertently 
dropped the word, just as little as J. 
Ramsay Macdonald and other British 
leaders believe that he inadvertently 
dropped one of the two remaining words, 
integrity and independence, when he told 
Parliament of Germany’s guarantee, and 
why Great Britain should not accept it, 
but go to war. 

When the blame for the horrors com- 
mitted in Belgium are assessed these 
facts must be remembered: 


1. Belgium was by treaty bound to 
maintain fortresses. 


2. France tempted her to commit 
“acts friendly” to herself, by which 
Belgium forfeited her rights to the pro- 
tection of The Hague articles governing 
the rights and duties of neutrals. 


3. England urged her to take up arms, 
when she had only asked to have her 
integrity guaranteed by diplomatic in- 
tervention. (Nos. 153, 155.) 


4. Germany promised her independ- 
ence and integrity and peace, while Eng- 
land, quietly dropping her guarantee of 
neutrality “in future years,” promised 
her independence and integrity and war. 


5. And Sir Edward Grey was able to 
sway Parliament, according to one of the 
leaders of Parliament himself, only be- 
cause he misrepresented Germany’s 
guarantee, and, having dropped, in his 
note to Belgium, the word “ neutrality,’ 
dropped yet another of the two remain- 
ing words, integrity and independence. 


This is the case as it appears on the 
evidence contained in the various “ White 
Papers.” Austria was attending properly 
to her own affairs; Servia was willing to 
yield; Russia, however, was determined 
to humiliate Austria or to go to war. 
Germany proved a loyal friend to her 
ally, Austria; she trusted in the British 
professions of friendship to the last, and 
sacrificed seven valuable days in the 
interest of peace. France was willing 
to do “what might be required by her 
interests,” while Great Britain yielded to 
Russia and France, promising them their 
support without which France, and there- 
fore Russia, would not have decided on 
war. 


As to Belgium, Germany told Sir Ed- 
ward Grey that she had unimpeachable 
evidence that France was planning to go 
through Belgium, and she published her 
evidence concerning the French officers 
who remained in Belgium. Although 
Belgium had thus lost any rights attach- 
ing to her state of neutrality, Germany 
promised to respect her integrity and 
independence, and to pay for any dam- 
age done. She preferred, however, to lis- 
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ten to Great Britain, who promised exact- 
ly the same except pay for any damage 
done. 

Unlike Mr. Beck, who in the same 
article pleads his case as the counsel for 
the Allies and casts his verdict as the 
Supreme Court of Civilization, the pres- 
ent writer prefers to leave the judgment 
to his readers as a whole, and further 
still, to the whole American people— 
yea, to.all the peoples of the world. 
Nor is he in a hurry, for he is willing 
to wait and have the Judges weigh the 


evidence and call for more, if they con- 
sider insufficient what has already been 
submitted. ; 

Snap judgments are ever unsatisfac- 
tory. They have often to be reversed. 
The present case, however, is too im- 
portant to warrant a hasty decision. The 
final judgment, if it is based on truth, 
will very strongly influence the nature 
of the peace, which will either establish 
good-will and stable conditions in the 
world, or lead to another and even more 
complete breakdown of civilization, 


What Gladstone Said About Belgium 


By George Louis Beer, 


Historian; winner of the first Loubat Prize, 1918, for his book on the 


origins of the British Colonial system. 


Aug. 8, 1914, in the House of Com- 

mons Sir Edward Grey quoted 

some remarks made by Gladstone 
in 1870 on the extent of the obligation 
incurred by the signatory powers to the 
Quintuple Treaty of 1839 guaranteeing 
the neutrality of Belgium. Shorn from 
their context as they were, these sen- 
tences are by no means illuminating, and 
it cannot be said that their citation in 
this form by Sir Edward Grey was a 
very felicitous one. During the paper 
polemics of the past months these 
detached words of Gladstone have been 
freely used by Germany’s defenders and 
apologists to maintain that Great Britain 
of 1870 would not have deemed the events 
of 1914 a casus belli, and that its en- 
trance into the present war on account 
of the violation of Belgium’s neutrality 
was merely a pretext. During the course 
of this controversy Gladstone’s attitude 
has in various ways been grossly mis- 
represented, Dr. von Mach of Harvard 
even stating in the columns of THE NEw 
York TIMEs that Gladstone had declared 
the Treaty of 1839 “to be without force.” 
But, apart from such patent distortions, 


is the course of his solemn speech of 


Gladstone’s real position is apparently 
not clearly defined in the mind of the 
general public, which is merely seeking 
for the unadulterated truth, regardless 
of its effect upon the case of any one of 
the belligerents. 

Shortly after the outbreak of the 
Franco-Prussian war in 1870 the Prus- 
sian Ambassador in London informed 
Gladstone, then Prime Minister, that 
some time prior to the existing war 
France had asked Prussia to consent to 
the former country’s absorption of Bel- 
gium, and that there was in the posses- 
sion of the Prussian Government the 
draft of a treaty to this effect in the 
handwriting of M. Benedetti, then French 
Ambassador at Berlin. This communica-' 
tion was obviously made, as Lord Mor- 
ley tells us, with the object of prompting 
Gladstone to be the agent in making the 
evil news public and thus of prejudicing 
France in the judgment of Europe. Glad- 
stone thought this “no part of his duty,” 
and very shortly thereafter, at the direct 
instance of Bismarck, this draft treaty of 
1866-7 was communicated by Baron 
Krause of the Prussian Embassy in Lon- 
don to Delane, the editor of The Times. 
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On July 25, 1870, it was published in the 
columns of that paper and aroused con- 
siderable anxiety in England. 


It immediately became imperative upon 
the British Government to take some 
action. As Gladstone wrote to Bright, 
the publication of this treaty 


has thrown upon us the necessity of doing 
something fresh to secure Belgium, or else 
of saying that under no circumstances 
would we take any step to secure her from 
absorption. This publication has wholly 
altered the feeling of the House of Com- 
mons, and no Government could at this 
moment venture to give utterance to such 
an intention about Belgium. But neither 
do we think it would be right, even if it 
were safe, to announce that we would in 
any case stand by with folded arms and 
see actions done which would amount to 
a total extinction of the public right in 
Europe. 


The Special Identical Treaties. 


A simple declaration of Great Britain’s 
intention to defend the neutrality of Bel- 
gium by arms in case it were infringed 
seemed to Gladstone not to meet the 
special requirements of the case as re- 
vealed by the proposed Treaty of 1866-7 
between Prussia and France. His main 
object was to prevent the actual execu- 
tion of such an agreement, by means of 
which the two belligerent powers would 
settle their quarrels and satisfy their 
ambitions at the expense of helpless Bel- 
gium. Hence, on July 380, the British 
Government opened negotiations ‘with 
France and Prussia and within a fort- 
night had concluded separate but iden- 
tical treaties with each of these powers. 
According to these treaties, in case the 
neutrality of Belgium were violated by 
either France or Germany, Great Britain 
agreed to co-operate with the other in its 
defense. The preamble of these treaties 
states that the contracting powers 


being desirous at the present time of 
recording in a solemn act their fixed de- 
termination to maintain the independence 
and neutrality of Belgium, 


as provided in the Treaty of 1839, have 


concluded this separate treaty, which, 
without impairing or invalidating the con- 
ditions of the said Quintuple Treaty, shall 
be subsidiary and accessory to it. 


_ Article III. further provided that these 
Treaties of 1870 were to expire twelve 


months after the conclusion of the exist- 
ing war, and that thereafter the inde- 
pendence and neutrality of Belgium 
would “ continue to rest, as heretofore,” 
on the Treaty of 1839. 


These documents tell a plain tale, 
which is amply confirmed by the pro- 
ceedings in Parliament in connection 
with this matter. On Aug. 5, 1870, 
while the negotiations leading to the 
above-mentioned treaties were still 
pending, questions were raised in the 
House or Commons about the recently 
published abortive Treaty of 1866-7 be- 
tween Prussia and France. In reply 
Gladstone stated that 

the Treaty of 1839 is that under which the 

relations of the contracting powers with 

Belgium are at present regulated; 
and that, while he could not explain the 
intentions of the Government “in a mat- 
ter of this very grave character in an- 
swer to a question,” he hoped to be able 
to communicate some further informa- 
tion in an authentic manner. Three days 
later, as these treaties with France and 
Prussia had been virtually concluded, 
Gladstone was able to satisfy the anx- 
iety of the House and outlined their 
terms. He explicitly stated that, after 
their expiration, 

the respective parties, being parties to the 

Treaty of 1839, shall fall back upon the 

obligations they took upon themselves 

under that treaty. 

After Gladstone had finished speaking 
the leader of the opposition, Disraeli, 
took the floor and pointed out that, as a 
general proposition, 

when there is a treaty guarantee so ex- 

plicit as that expressed in the Treaty of 

1839, I think the wisdom of founding on 


that another treaty which involves us in 
engagements may be open to doubt. 


But he accepted Gladstone’s statement 


as the declaration of the Cabinet, that 
they are resolved to maintain the neu- 
trality and independence of Belgium, I 
accept it as a wise and spirited policy, 
and a policy, in my opinion, not the less 
wise because it is spirited. 


Gladstone then replied, saying that the 
reason the Government had not made a 
general declaration of its intentions re- 
garding Belgium was that much danger 
might arise from such a declaration and 
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that inadvertently they might have given 
utterance to words 

that might be held to import obligations 

almost unlimited and almost irrespectively 

of circumstances. 

We had made up our minds, he con- 
tinued, that we had a duty to perform, 
and we thought a specific declaration of 
what we thought the obligations of this 
country better than any general declara- 
tion. Referring to the two treaties in 
process of ratification, he concluded: 

We thought that by contracting a joint 
engagement we might remove the dif- 
ficulty and prevent Belgium from being 
sacrificed. 

The policy of the Government con- 
tinued, however, to be criticised, mainly 
on the ground that the Treaty of 1839 
amply covered the case. On Aug. 10 
Gladstone defended his policy in the 
House of Commons in a speech pitched 
on a high moral plane, in which he 
dilated upon Belgium’s historic past and 
splendid present and on Great Britain’s 
duty to this little nation irrespective of 
all questions of its own self-interest. 
With genuine fervor, he exclaimed: 

If, in order to satisfy a greedy appe- 
tite for aggrandisement, coming whence it 
may, Belgium were absorbed, the day that 
witnessed that absorption would hear the 
knell of public right and public law in 
Europe. * * * We have an interest 
in the independence of Belgium which 
is wider than that which we may 
have in the literal operation of the 
guarantee. It is found in answer to the 
question whether under the circumstance 
of the case this country, endowed as it 
is with influence and power, would quietly 
stand by and witness the perpetration of 
the direst crime that ever stained the 
pages of history, and thus become partic- 
ipators in the sin. 


What Gladstone Had in Mind. 


What Gladstone had in mind was the 
scheme of 1866-7, by which France was 
to absorb Belgium, with Prussia’s con- 
sent and aid. He distinctly stated that 
the Treaties of 1870 were devised to meet 
the new state of affairs disclosed by the 
publication of this incomplete treaty. It 
was in order to prevent the revival of 
such a conspiracy that Gladstone made 
separate and identical treaties in 1870 
with France and Prussia. They were 
a practical device to secure an effectual 


enforcement of the Treaty of 1839 under 
unforeseen and difficult circumstances. 
The agreement of 1870 was, as Glad- 
stone said, a cumulative treaty added to 
that of 1839, and the latter treaty 


loses nothing of its force, even during the 
existence of this present treaty. 


During the course of this speech de- 
fending the Government’s action against 
those critics who claimed that the Treaty 
of 1889 adequately met the situation, 
Gladstone made some general remarks 
about the extent of the obligation in- 
curred by the signatories to the Treaty of 
1839: 


It is not necessary, nor would time per- 
mit me, to enter into the complicated 
question of the nature of the obligations 
of that treaty, but I am not able to sub- 
scribe to the doctrine of those who have 
held in this House what plainly amounts 
to an assertion that the simple fact of 
the existence of a guarantee is binding on 
every party to it, irrespectively altogether 
of the particular position in which it may 
find itself at the time when the occasion 
for acting on the guarantee arises. 


It is, of course, impossible to state 
precisely what were those unuttered 
thoughts that passed through Gladstone’s 
mind as he spoke these characteristically 
cautious words, but what in general they 
were can be satisfactorily gleaned from 
a letter that he had written six days be- 
fore this to John Bright: 


That we should simply declare we will 
defend the neutrality of Belgium by arms 
in case it should be attacked. Now, the 
sole or single-handed defense of Belgium 
would be an enterprise which we incline 
to think quixotic; if these two great mili- 
tary powers [France and Prussia] com- 
bined against it—that combination is the 
only serious danger; and this it is which 
by our proposed engagements we should, 
I hope, render improbable to the very last 
degree. I add for myself this confession 
of faith: If-the Belgian people desire, on 
their own account, to join France or any 
other country, I for one will be no party 
to taking up arms to prevent it. But that 
the Belgians, whether they would or not, 
should go ‘‘piump’’ down the maw of 
another country to satisfy dynastic greed 
is another matter. The accomplishment 
of such a crime as this implies would 
come near to an extinction of public right 
in Hurope, and I do not think we could 
look on while the sacrifice of freedom and 
independence was in course of consumma- 
tion. : 


Fight to the Bitter End 


AN INTERVIEW WITH ANDREW CARNEGIE. 


Retired ironmaster and philanthropist; builder of the Peace Temple at 
The Hague; founder of the Carnegie Institution at Washington: founder 
and patron of a chain of libraries in the United States and Great Britain, 
and benefactor of many societies and institutions 


By Edward Marshall. 


ERE is the report of a truly re- 

H markable statement by Mr. 

Carnegie. He is the world’s 

most notable peace advocate, 

and in this interview he voices the re- 

flections suggested to him by the great 
European war. 


They are unusual, and make this inter- 
view especially worthy of a place upon 
the pages of the Christmas issue of 
THE TIMES, although it principally deals 
with war, and Christmas is the festival 
of peace. 


“Has war ever settled anything which 
might not have been settled better by 
arbitration?” I asked Mr. Carnegie. 


“No; never,” he replied. “No truer 
inference was ever made than may be 
found in Milton’s query, penned three 
centuries ago and never answered: 
‘What can war but wars breed?’ 


“ War can breed only war. Of course, 
peace inevitably must follow war, but, 
truly, no peace ever was born of war. 
We all revere the memory of him who 
voiced the warning: ‘In time of peace 
prepare for war’; but, as a matter of 
fact, we all know that when one nation 
prepares for war others inevitably must 
follow its dangerous lead. 

“Hence, and hence only, the huge 
armaments which have oppressed the 
world, making its most peaceful years 
a spectacle of sadness—a spectacle of 
men preparing and prepared to fight 
with one ancther. Sooner or later men 


prepared to fight will fight; huge arma- 
ments and armies mean huge battles; 
huge battles mean huge tragedies. 


“This never has been otherwise, and 
never cun be. Peace can come only when 
mankind abandons warful preparation. 
And so I seem to have replied to your 
inquiry with an answer with a tail to it; 
and the tail is more important than the 
answer, for the answer merely says that 
war never settled anything which might 
not have been settled better by arbitra- 
tion, while the tail proclaims the folly 
of a world prepared for war. 


Hew to Prevent War. 


*“ Armament must mean the use of ar- 
mament, and that is war. If we are 
to prevent war we must prevent prep- 
aration for war, just as if we are to pre- 
vent burglary we must prevent prepara- 
tion for burglary by prohibiting the car- 
rying of the instruments of burglary. 
The only cure for war” [Mr. Carnegie 
in speaking italicized the word “cure’’] 
“jis war which defeats some one; but two 
men who are unarmed are certain not 
to shoot at one another. Here, as in 
medicine, prevention is much better than 
cure. 


“Plainly it must be through such pre- 
vention, not through such a cure as vic- 
tory sometimes is supposed to repre- 
sent, that warfare can be stopped. War- 
fare means some one’s defeat, of course, 
and that implies his temporary incapac- 
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ity for further war, but it goes without 
saying that all conquered nations must 
be embittered by their defeat. 

“Few nations ever have fought wars 
in which the majority of at least their 
fighting men did not believe the side 
they fought for to be in the right. De- 
feat by force of arms, therefore, always 
has meant the general conviction 
throughout conquered nations that injus- 
tice has been done. 


Nations Like Individuals. 


“Tn such circumstances nations must 
be like individuals under similar con- 
ditions. The individual believing him- 
self to have been in the right, yet finding 
himself beaten in his efforts to maintain 
it, will not accept the situation philosophi- 
cally; he will be angry and rebellious; 
he will nurse what he believes to be his 
wrong. 

“To nurse a wrong, whether it be real 
or fancied, is to help it grow in the imag- 
ination, and that must mean at least the 
wish to find some future means of right- 
ing it, either by strategy or increased 
strength. 

“There are two things which humanity 
does not forget—one is an injury, and, 
no matter how strongly some may argue 
against the truth of this contention, the 
other is a kindness. 

“In the long run both will be repaid. 
And nations, like individuals, prefer the 
coin which pays the latter debt. Military 
force never has accomplished kindness. 
Kindness means industrial armies decked 
‘with the garlands of peace; military 
armies, armed and epauletted, must mean 
minds obsessed with the spirit of revenge 
or conquest, hands clenched to strike, 
hearts eager to invade. 

“Every military implement is designed 
to cut or crush, to wound and kill. Na- 
tions at peace help one another with 
humanity’s normal tenderness of heart at 
times of pestilence, of famine, of disaster. 
Nations at war exert their every ounce 
of strength to force upon their ad- 
versaries hunger, destruction, and death. 
Starvation of the enemy becomes a detail 
of what is considered good military 
strategy in war time, just as world- 
embracing charity has become a charac- 


teristic of all civilization during times of 
peace. Must we not admit flotillas carry- 
ing grain to famine-stricken peoples to 
be more admirable than fleets which 
carry death to lands in which prosperity 
might reign if undisturbed by war?” 

“But do you not admit that wars 
sometimes have helped the forces of 
civilization in their conquest against 
barbarism ?” 

“War has not been the chief force of 
civilization against barbarism,” Mr. Car- 
negie replied with emphasis. Then he 
continued more thoughtfully: 

“That is one way of saying it. An- 
other is, no effort of the forces of civil- 
ization against barbarism is war in the 
true sense of the word. 

“Such an armed effort is a part of the 
force pushing barbarism backward, and 
therefore, in the last analysis, tends to- 
ward kindness and peace; while, in the 
sense in which we use the word, war 
means the retrogression of civilization 
into barbarism. It is usually born of 
greed—greed for territory or for power. 

“Such war as that of which we all 
are thinking in these days is war between 
civilized men. One civilized man cannot 
improve another civilized man by killing 
him, although it is not inconceivable that 
a civilized man may do humanity a serv- 
ice by destroying human savages, for 
with the savages he must destroy their 
savagery. 

“But a war in civilized Europe de- 
stroys no savagery; it breeds it, so that it 
and its spawn may defile future genera- 
tions. 

“There has been much balderdash in 
talk about unselfish motives as the ori- 
gin of warfare. It is safe to say that 
99 per cent. of all the slaughter wrought 
by civilization under the cloak of a de- 
sire to better bad conditions really has 
been evil. It is impossible to conceive 
of general betterment through general 
slaughter. There have been few-altruistic 
wars.” ; 

“But how about-our Spanish war?” 
Tasked. “Surely it was not greed which 
sent our men and ships to Cuba.” 

“No,” said Mr. Carnegie, “that was 
not war, but world-police work. 
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“Our skirmish with Spain was a most 
unusual international episode. We harmed 
none of the people of the land wherein 
we fought, but taught them what we 
could of wise self-government and gave 
them independence. To battle for the 
liberation of the slave is worthy work, 
and this of ours was such a battle. 


“Our Spanish war was not ‘the out- 
growth of our rivalry with any one or 
any one’s with us; it was the manifes- 
tation of our high sense of responsibility 
as strong and healthy human beings for 
the welfare of the weak and oppressed. 


That Was Police Work. 


“Tt did not make toward militarism 
on this continent, but the reverse; in 
a few months it established permanent 
peace where peace had been a stranger. 
It was police work on the highest plane, 
substituting order for disorder.” 


“ But did it not emphasize the need for 
the maintenance, even here, of a com- 
petent and efficient naval and military 
force?” I asked. 


Mr. Carnegie shook his head em- 
phatically. 

“That is the old, old argument crop- 
ping up again,” said he, “the argument 
that a provocative is a preventive. For 
us to maintain a great army for the 
purpose of preventing war thereby would 
be as sensible as for each of us to be 
afraid to walk about except with a light- 
ning rod down his back, since men have 
been struck by lightning. No nation 
wants to fight us. We have friends 
throughout the world. 

“Millions now resident in military 
nations are hoping that some day they 
may be able to become citizens of our 
beloved republic, principally because it 
now is not, nor is it every likely to be, 
military. Humanity loves peace. Here 
peace abides, and, if we follow reason, 
will remain unbroken. 

“ Note the advantages of our own posi- 
tion. Imagine what the task would be 
of landing seventy thousand hostile sol- 
diers on our shores! First they would 
need to cross three thousand miles of 


_ the Atlantic or five thousand miles of 


the Pacific. 


“ And what if they should come? My 
plan of operation would be to bid them 
welcome as our visitors, considering 
them as men, not soldiers; to take them 
to our great interior, say, as far west 
as Chicago, and there to say to them: 


“¢Were we shall leave you. Make 
yourselves at home, if that thought 
pleases you; fight us if it does not. If 
you think you can conquer us, try it.’ 

“They would make themselves at 
home and, learning the advantages of 
staying with us, would become appli- 
cants for our citizenship, rather than 
our opponents in warfare. 


“ And if they tried to fight us, what 
would happen to them? Our nation is 
unique in an important respect. Its indi- 
viduals are the best armed in the world. 
Not only, for example, are its farmers 
armed, but they can shoot, which is far 
more than can be said of those of Brit- 
ain or of any other nation. 


“The Governments of Europe cannot 
afford to give their citizenry arms, and, 
as for the European citizenry, it not only 
cannot afford to purchase arms, but can- 
not afford even to pay the license fees 
which Government demands of those 
possessing arms with the right to use 
them. 


“But ours? Most Americans can af- 
ford to and do own guns with which to 
shoot, and, furthermore, most Americans, 
when they shoot, can hit the things at 
which they shoot. 

“Combine this powerful protective in- 
fluence with the fact that thousands of 
any army coming to invade us would not 
want to fight when once they got here, 
but would want to settle here and enjoy 
peace, and we find that we thus are pro- 
tected as no nation in the world ever 
has been protected or can be. 


“Tmagine the effect upon the Euro- 
pean fighting man’s psychology if he 
found that an army transport had con- 
veyed him to a land where one man’s 
privilege is every man’s right! Learn- 
ing this, it is not a joke to say, but is a 
statement of the probable fact, that the 
invading soldiery would not want to fire 
its first volleys, but would want to file 
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its first papers. They would not ask for 
cartridges, but for citizenship. 


“ America is protected by a force in- 
comparable, which I may call its peaceful 
militia, and the man who, above all other 
men, I most should wish to see appointed 
to its command would be Gen. Leonard 
Wood were it not for the fact that there 
would be some danger that in such an 
eventuation his professional training 
would carry him beyond the rule of 
reason. 

“That is likely to be the most serious 
trouble with the trained soldier. The 
doctor wants to dose, the parson to 
preach, and the soldier to fight. Profes- 
sional habit may make any of us dan- 
gerous. 

“But if it came to fighting I do not 
consider it within the bounds of pos- 
sibility that we could lose. I once asked 
Gen. Sherman how the troops which he 
commanded during the civil war com- 
pared for efficiency with European 
troops. His answer was: 

“<The world never has seen the army 
that I would be afraid to trust my boys 
with, man for man.’ 


Would Surprise the Enemy. 


“That thought of welcoming an invad- 
ing army appeals strongly to me. The 
hostile General would be amazed by the 
ease with which he got his forces in, 
but he would be more startled by the 
difficulty he would find if he tried to 
get them out. If they once learned the 
advantages of our liberties they would 
find it hard not to get away, but to go 
away. I restrain my temper with dif- 
ficulty when I contemplate the foolish- 
ness of the people who discuss with grav- 
ity the possibility of a successful invasion 
of these United States by a foreign foe. 
The thought always arises when I hear 
these cries from our army and naval of- 
ficers for a greater armament: ‘Are 
these men cowards?’ I don’t believe 
it. It is their profession which makes 
them alarmists. ; 

“Not only are the physical difficulties 
which would hamper an invasion prac- 
tically insuperable, but the reception 
enemies would get, if any of them landed, 


would be wholly without parallel in the 
world’s history. 


“Tf our liberties really were threat- 
ened, every man, and very nearly every 
woman, in our vast population would rise 
to their defense as never any people yet 
has risen to any national defense. Amer- 
icans, young and old, en masse, would 
sweep to the protection of what they 
know, and what the world knows, would 
be the cause of right and human liberty. 

“T, myself, should wish to be invited 
to advance and meet invading forces if 
they came. I would approach them with- 
out any weapons on my person. I would 
not shoot at them. I would make a 
speech to them. 

“¢ Gentlemen,’ I would say, ‘ here’s the 
chance of your life to win life’s chief 
prize. Now you are peasant soldiers. 
You have the opportunity to become 
citizen kings. We are all kings here. 
Here the least of you can take a rank 
much higher than that of any General in 
your army. He can become a sovereign 
In a republic.’ 


“JT think they would hurrah for me, 
not harm me, after they had heard my 
speech. 

“Striving for peace, we shall become 
so powerful that if war comes we shall 
be invincible. Peace, not war, makes 
riches; the rich nation is the powerful 
nation. 


“Perhaps I-was as much a peace man 
in my youth as I am now, but when I 
was asked, during the civil war, to or- 
ganize a corps of telegraph operators and 
railroad conductors and engineers and 
take them to Washington, I considered it 
the greatest of all privileges to obey the 
order. 


“T was the last man to get on the last 
train leaving Burkes Station, after Bull 
Run, and, now, if the country ever should 
be invaded, I would be, I hope, one of the 
first to rush to meet the enemy—but I 
think my haste would be to convert, not 
to kill, him. 

“The man who has done well in busi- 
ness, however, learns to abhor all waste, 
and I must admit that it does pain me 
to see hundreds of millions of our dollars 
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spent on battleships which will but rust 
away, and thousands of our able men 
vegetating on them or in an army. 


“The men who urge this vast waste 
of our money and men mean well, no 
doubt, but they do not know the nation 
of which they have the good fortune to 
be citizens—they do not realize how very 
potent a force we have become in the 
wide world, nor the fact that one of the 
great reasons why we have become a 
force lies in the circumstance that our 
national development has not been ham- 
pered by the vast expense of militarism.” 

Mr. Carnegie paused. 

Some weeks ago, in an interview 
granted me for publication in THE NEW 
York Times, Dr. Nicholas Murray But- 
ler, President of Columbia University, 
predicted that the present war would 
find its final outcome in the establish- 
ment of the United States of Europe. 
I asked Mr. Carnegie to express his view 
upon this subject. 

“ Nothing else could occur which would 
be of such immense advantage to Hu- 
rope,” he replied. 

“United we stand, and divided they 
fall. If the territory now occupied by 
the homogeneous and co-operative fed- 
eration known as the United States of 
America were occupied instead by a 
large number of small, independent com- 
petitive nations, that is, if each section 
of our territory which now is a State 
were an independent country, America 
would be constantly in turmoil. 

“Europe has been set back a century 
because she substituted the present war 
of nations for the promotion of a fed- 
eration plan. The latter would have 
meant peace and prosperity, the former 
means ruin. 

“Tf in Europe this year such a fed- 
eration as Dr. Butler regards as a fut- 
ure probability had been a present ac- 
tuality, 1914 would have left a record 
very different from that which it is 
making. 

“For instance, it would have been as 
difficult for the State of Germany to 
fight the State of Russia, or the State 
of France, or that of England, or all of 


them, and to trample neutral Belgium, 
as it now would be, here, for the State 
of Pennsylvania to declare war on the 
States of New York and Connecticut 
and to wreck New Jersey as she sent 
her troops to the invasion. 


“Originally we had thirteen States, 
and thirteen only, but there was other 
territory here, and the attractive force 
of the successful union of the thirteen 
States brought the other territory in 
as it was organized. 


“Thus we started right. Europe had 
begun before men had become so wise, 
and, having begun wrong, has found 
herself, through the centuries, unable 
to correct old errors. 


A Federation of Europe. 


“Certainly I hope that out of the 
great crime of this vast war some good 
will come. The greatest good which 
could come would be a general European 
federation. I do not believe that this 
will come at once; but the world will 
be infinitely the better if it comes at 
length—if the natural law of mutual 
attraction for. mutual advantage draws 
these nations new at war into a union 
which shall make such wars impossible 
in future, as wars between our States, 
here, are impossible. 

“But before this can come peace must 
come, and before peace can come one or 
the other of the nations now at war 
must at least ask for an armistice. 

“Tf I were in the place of that great 
General, Lord Kitchener, and should re- 
ceive the news that such a request had 
been made by the commander of the 
opposing forces, I should say: ‘No 
armistice! Surrender!’ 

“Bunt, then, if the surrender should 
be made, I should say, in effect: 

.“* Gentlemen, we have made up our 
minds that these terrible explosions must 
mark the end of war between our civi- 
lized nations. Our sacrifices in this war 
have been too great to permit us to be 
satisfied with less than this. 

“<Tf we now cannot feel assured of 
such a federation of nations as will re- 
sult in the settlement of all future dis- 
putes by peaceful arbitration at The 
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Hague, then we shall keep on fighting 
till the day comes when we can achieve 
that end. 

“‘¢ Upon the other side of the Atlantic,’ 
I should continue if I were Lord 
Kitchener and should be confronted by 
such a situation, ‘we see in the United 
States of America an example which 
must satisfy us that world peace now can 
be maintained. 

“There, I should go on, ‘thirteen 
States were banded into union in 1776. 
Their total population was less than the 
present population of their largest city 
and their area has spread until it links 
two oceans and offers homes in forty- 
eight States to one hundred millions, and 
the population still increases rapidly. An 
experiment of world significance was 
tried, and is a success, for the aggregated 
nation has grown and now is growing in 
power more rapidly than any other 
nation on the surface of the earth. 


Would Mean World Peace. 


“<Tt is plain to me and should be plain 
to all of us,’ I should continue, if I were 
Lord Kitchener, so placed, ‘that we in 
Europe have but to follow this example 
which America has set for us in order to 
achieve an ultimate result as notably de- 
sirable. When we have accomplished it 
world peace will be enthroned and all the 
peoples of the earth will be able safely 
to go about the pleasant and progressive 
business of their lives without apprehen- 
sion of their neighbors. Humanity, thus 
freed of its most dreadful burden, will be 
able to leap forward toward the realiza- 
tion of its ultimate possibilities of prog- 
ress.’ ” 

“And do you really think there is 
the immediate possibility of an effective 
European league for permanent peace 
and general disarmament?” I asked Mr. 
Carnegie. 

“Naturally my mind has dwelt ae 
on this problem,” he replied. “The culmi- 
nation of the European situation in the 
present war is very dreadful, but no good 
ever came out of crying over spilled milk. 
However, it seems safe to conclude that a 
majority of the people of the civilized 
world will presently decide that a step 
forward must be taken, 


“Everywhere in Europe, when the 
present conflict ends, this fact will be 
emphasized by shell-wrecked, fire-black- 
ened buildings; by the vacant chairs of 
sons and fathers who have fallen victims; 
by innumerable graves and by a general 
impoverishment, the inevitable result of 
war’s great waste, which will touch and 
punish every man, every woman, every 
child. 


“In the face of such an emphasis no 
denial of the facts will be among the 
possibilities, and I scarcely think that 
any even will be attempted. If the fed- 
eration Dr. Butler has predicted does not 
come about at once, it will be admitted 
almost universally that future disputes 
occurring between the Governments of 
Europe shall be settled, not by force of 
fighting men, but by arbitration at The 
Hague. 

“ And now a serious question obtrudes 
itself. Must there not be a carefully con- 
sidered and cautiously worked out under- 
standing, which may be considered the 
preliminary of peace? Later on the fore- 
most men of every nation can meet in 
conference to consider with an earnest- 
ness hitherto unknown the _ great 
problems which will be involved in the 
permanent abolition of war and establish- 
ment of peace; but for this the way must 
be prepared. 

“Here, again, I think The Hague 
Tribunal is the proper body to assemble 
for the purpose of devising means for 
the accomplishment of the great end, 
which must be such legislation as will 
accomplish, at the end of this war, the 
ending of all war among the nations. 

. “An important duty of the conference 
would be some arrangement for a union 
of the forces of the nations now at war, 
charged with and qualified to perform 
the duty of maintaining peace pending 
the completion of the final comprehen- 
sive plan. 


For One Purpose Only. 

“Tt is possible and even probable that 
as a part of the accomplishment of this it 
may be found to be desirable and even 
necessary to organize and provide for the 
maintenance of a joint naval and military 
body of strength sufficient to enforce 
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world peace during the period necessary 
for the preparation of a plan to be sub- 
mitted to all powers. But if this force is 
to be established, it must be done with the 
elear understanding that it is designed for 
one thing only, the maintenance of peace, 
and must not be used at any time for any 
other service. 

“Tn the selection of the commanding 
officer to be intrusted with this task, it 
will be conceded that the victors in this 
war, or those who have a notable advan- 
tage at the time of the beginning of the 
armistice, shall have the right of his ap- 
pointment. 

“No protest ever will arise from the 
mass of the people of Europe against the 
abolishment of militarism. Even the peo- 
ple of Germany, as a whole, have not 
found militarism attractive. It has been 
the influence of the military aristocracy 
of Germany, the most powerful caste in 
the world, which not only has encouraged 
the national tendency, but has forced the 
Emperor, as I believe, to action against 
his will and judgment. 

“But a change was notable in Ger- 
many before the war began, and will be 
far more notable after it has ended. The 
socialistic movement waxes. strong 
throughout the nation, and the proceed- 
ings of the Reichstag show us that the 
nation is marching steadily, though per- 
haps slowly, toward a real democracy. 

“T believe the first election to follow 
peace will result in a demand by the 
Reichstag that it, alone, shall be given 
power to declare war. It will be argued, 
and it is evident that it then will be 
amply provable, that it is the people who 
suffer most through war, and that, there- 
fore, their representatives should utterly 
control it. 

“That itself would be a most impor- 
tant step toward peace, and I feel cer- 
tain that it is among the probabilities. 


“As things stand in Germany, al- 
though the Reichstag has its powerful 
influence in regard to war expenditure 
and might accomplish important results 
by refusing to vote amounts demanded, 
the fact remains that until it has been 
given the power of making or withhold- 
ing declaration of war the most impor- 
tant results cannot be accomplished.” 


“In Fried’s volume,” I suggested to 
Mr. Carnegie, “you are credited with 
saying that Emperor William, himself 
and by himself, might establish peace. 
Granting that that might have been the 
fact before this war began, is it your 
opinion that he, or any other one man, 
could now control the situation to that 
extent? ” 


“ Assuming that the Germans should 
come out victerious,” Mr. Carnegie re- 
plied, “the Emperor would become a 
stronger power than ever toward the 
maintenance of peace among the nations. 
At one time I believed him to be the 
anointed of God for this purpose, and 
did not fail to tell him so. 


“fiven if his forces should be defeated 
in this present carnage, I am sure he 
would be welcomed by the conference I 
have suggested as the proposer of the 
great world peace, thus fulfilling the 
glorious destiny for which at one time 
I considered that he had been chosen 
from on high.” 

I asked Mr. Carnegie what part he 
thought this country, the United States, 
should play in the great movement which 
he has in mind and thoroughly believes is 
even now upon its way. 

“The United States,” he answered, 
“although, happily, not a party to the 
world crime which is now in progress, 
seems entitled to preference as the one 
to call the nations of the world to the 
consideration of the greatest of all bless- 
ings—universal, lasting peace.” 


Woman and War 
“SHOT. TELL HIS MOTHER.” 


By W. E. P. French, Captain, U. S. Army. 


HAT have I done to you, Brothers,—War-Lord and Land-Lord and Priest,— 
That my son should rot on the blood-smeared earth where the raven and buzzard 
feast? 
He was my baby, my man-child, that soldier with shell-torn breast, 
Who was slain for your power and profit—aye, murdered at your behest. 
I bore him, my boy and my manling, while the long months ebbed away; 
He was part of me, part of my body, which nourished him day by day. 
He was mine when the birth-pang tore me, mine when he lay on my heart, 
When the sweet mouth mumbled my bosom and the milk-teeth made it smart, 
Babyhood, boyhood, and manhood, and a glad mother proud of her son— 
See the carrion birds, too gorged to fly! Ah! Brothers, what have you done? 


You prate of duty and honor, of a patriot’s glorious death, 

Of love of country, heroic deeds—nay, for shame’s sake, spare your breath! 

Pray, what have you done for your country? Whose was the blood that was shed 
In the hellish warfare that served your ends? My boy was shot in your stead. 


And for what were our children butchered, men makers of cruel law? 

By the Christ, I am glad no woman made the Christless code of war! 

Shirks and schemers, why don’t you answer? Is the foul truth hard to tell? 
Then a mother will tell it for you, of a deed that shames fiends in hell:— 
Our boys were killed that some faction or scoundrel might win mad race 
For goals of stained gold, shamed honors, and the sly self-seeker’s place; 
That money’s hold on our country might be tightened and made more sure; 
That the rich could inherit earth’s fullness and their loot be quite secure; 
That the world-mart be wider opened to the product mulct from toil; 

That the labor and land of our neighbors should become your war-won spoil; 
That the eyes of an outraged people might be turned from your graft and greed 
In the misruled, plundered home-land by lure of war’s ghastly deed; 

And that priests of the warring nations could pray to the selfsame God 

For His blessing on battle and murder and corpse-strewn, blood-soaked sod. 
Oh, fools! if God were a woman, think you She would let kin slay 

For gold-lust and craft of gamesters, or cripple that trade might pay? 


This quarrel was not the fighters’:—the cheated, red pawns in your game:— 

You stay-at-homes garnered the plunder, but the pawns,—wounds, death, and “ Fame”! 
You paid them a beggarly pittance, your substitute prey-of-the-sword, 

But, ye canny beasts of prey, they paid, in life and limb, for your hoard. 

And, behold! you have other victims: a widow sobs by my side, 

Who clasps to her breast a girl-child. Men, she was my slain son’s bride! 


I can smell the stench of the shambles, where the mangled bodies lie; 

I can hear the moans of the wounded; I can see the brave lads die; 

And across the heaped, red trenches and the tortured, bleeding rows 

I cry out a mother’s pity to all mothers of dear, dead “ foes.” 

In love and a common sorrow, I weep with them o’er our dead, = 
And invoke my sister woman for a curse on each scheming head. 


Nay, why should we mothers curse you? Lo! flesh of our flesh are ye; 
But, by soul of Mary who bore the Christ-man murdered at Calvary, 

Into our own shall the mothers come, and the glad day speed apace 

When the law of peace shall be the law of the women that bear the race; 
When a man shall stand by his mother, for the worldwide common good, 
And not bring her tears and heart-break nor make mock of her motherhood. 


The Way 


to Peace 


By Jacob H. Schiff 


One of the leading American financiers and noted - philanthropist ; 
founder of Jewish Theological Seminary and of Semitic Museum at Harvard 
University ; a native of Germany and member of the firm of Kuhn, Loeb & 
Co., bankers. 


MERICAN as I am in every fibre, 

pi and in accord as I feel with 

every interest of the country of 

my adoption, I cannot find my- 

self in agreement with what appears to 

be, to a considerable extent, American 

opinion as to the origin and responsi- 

bility for the deplorable conflict in which 

almost all of Europe has become in- 
volved. 

For many reasons my personal sym- 
pathies are with Germany. I cannot feel 
convinced that she has been the real 
aggressor; I believe that war was forced 
upon her, almost as if by prearrange- 
ment among the nations with whom she 
now contends; I cannot but believe that 
they had become jealous and envious of 
her rapid and unprecedented peaceful 
development and had concluded that the 
moment had arrived when all was favor- 
able for a union against her. 

Although I left Germany half a cen- 
tury ago, I would think as little of array- 
ing myself against her, the country of 
my birth, in this the moment of her 
struggle for existence, as of ere 
myself against my parents. 

But while I steadfastly believe this 
war to have been forced upon Germany 
against her will, I also believe that cir- 
" cumstances which were stronger than the 

Governments of England and France, 
her present enemies, were necessary to 
overcome an equally definite reluctance 
upon their part. 

In other words, I cannot wholly blame 
the English Government, or the French 
Government, any more than I can wholly 
blame the German Government. 

Let us see how the great tragedy 

‘came about. It is safe to pass rapidly 


over the Servian-Bosinan-Herzegovinian- 
Austro-Hungarian complication which 
served as the immediate precipitant of 
hostilities. It has been detailed repeat- 
edly in THE TIMES and other American 
publications. 

It had reached a point at which the 
Austro-Hungarian Government felt com- 
pelled to take extreme measures by means 
of which to safeguard the integrity of 
the empire. 

The firm but fatal ultimatum to 
Servia followed, the reply to which, 
suffice it to say, was unsatisfactory to 
Austria, who could not accept the sug- 
gestion of an investigation into the cir- 
cumstances attending the assassination 
of the Archduke Ferdinand through a 
commission or court on which oye was 
not represented. 


Like Maine Case. 

The situation really was analogous to 
that which existed between the United 
States and Spain when the Maine was 
blown upin Havana Harbor. Inorder to fix 
the responsibility for this dastardly affair 
we then similarly demanded an investi- 
gation by Spain, to be carried out with 
the assistance of representatives of this 
Government. Spain, too, then offered to 
conduct an investigation, but she peremp- 
torily declined to allow us to take part 
in it. 

This attitude on her part quickly 
brought about our declaration of war 
against her. It is important that Amer- 
icans should realize the similarity in the 
two situations and the likeness of the 
Austrian action of 1914 to that which 
our own Government took in 1898. 

As soon as Austria had rejected as 
unsatisfactory Servia’s reply to her ulti- 


460 THE NEW YORK TIMES CURRENT HISTORY OF THE WAR 


matum she prepared to undertake a puni- 
tive armed expedition against Servia, and 
Russia at once declared that she would 
rank herself as Servia’s protector. 


Indeed, without any further parley, 
and to give effect to this threat, Russia 
immediately mobilized her army. Since 
then it has been averred that this mobili- 
zation had been in progress for several 
weeks previous to Servia’s rejection of 
the Austrian ultimatum. 


This made it obligatory upon Ger- 
many to go to Austria’s aid, under the 
provisions of their treaty of alliance, 
although she was well aware that such 
an action would bring France into the 
conflict under the terms of her alliance 
with Russia. Indeed, an unsatisfactory 
reply had been received from France as 
to the latter’s intentions, but Germany 
endeavored to secure at least an assur- 
ance of England’s neutrality. This proved 
to be impossible. 


How the German Government could 
indulge for a moment in the hope that 
in a war with Russia and France on the 
one side and Germany and Austria on 
the other, England could be induced to 
remain neutral passes comprehension, 
but that it did believe this seems a 
certainty. 


The English Government, no doubt, 
correctly felt that without the aid of 
its immense resources, and particularly 
without the cperations of its great navy 
against Germany and Austria, the latter 
nations would find it not so very dif- 
ficult a task to dispose of both Russia 
and France. 


English statesmen very promptly 
must have become alive to the proba- 
bility that a Germany which had sub- 
dued Russia and France, and thus had 
made itself master of the Continent, 
would be unlikely long to tolerate a con- 
tinuance of England’s world leadership. 

So, even if the neutrality of Belgium 
had not been violated, other reasons 
would have been found by England for 
joining France and Russia in the war 
against Germany, for England would not 
risk, without any effort to protect them, 
the loss of her continued domination of 


the high seas and her undisputed pos- 
session of her vast colonial empire. 


Germany Fighting for Life. 


I am not. defending the violation of 
Belgian neutrality. This, undeniably, was 
a most unjustifiable action, in spite of 
German claims that she was forced into 
it by the necessities of the situation. But 
I am explaining that, even had it not 
occurred, still England would have gone 
to war. 

That was the situation. 

Germany is now fighting for her very ~ 
existence, and I, who am not without 
knowledge of German conditions, am 
convinced that never has there been a 
war more wholly that of a whole people 
than is this present conflict, as far as 
Germany is concerned. 


Any one who has been in even su- 
perficial touch with German public opin- 
ion and individual feeling in any part of 
the empire, since the war began, must 
know that there is hardly a man, woman, 
or child throughout the empire who would 
hesitate if called upon to sacrifice pos- 
sessions or life in order to insure vic- 
tory to the Fatherland. Seventy mill- 
ion people who are animated by unani- 
mous sentiment of this sort cannot be 
crushed, probably not subdued. 

And-England is confronted by the 
certainty that her world leadership is the 
stake for which she is fighting; that her 
defeat would mean the end of the vast 
dominance which she has exercised 
throughout the world, since the time of 
the Armada, through the power of her 
great navy. 


Is it not apparent, therefore, that 
these nations, if left to themselves, in- 
evitably must continue the war until one 
side or the other, or both, shall become 
exhausted—an eventuation which may 
be postponed not for mere months but 
for years? ee 

In our own civil war Grant for al- 
most two years stood within a hundred 
or a hundred and fifty miles of Rich- 
mond, the heart of the Confederacy, and 
was not able to sufficiently subdue Lee’s 
forces to enable him to get possession of 
the city until the complete exhaustion 
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of the Confederacy’s resources in men 
and money had been accomplished. 

While that situation may not offer a 
true parallel in all respects to that in 
which we find the belligerent forces in 
the present European war, it neverthe- 
less may be taken as a precedent proving 
that frontal encounters of powerful op- 
ponents generally do not yield final re- 
sults until actual exhaustion compels one 
side or the other to abandon hope. 


Such an exhaustion hardly can be 
expected within measurable time on the 
part of either one or the other of the 
combatants in the existing European 
conflict, and this means the probable 
continuation for a long period of the 
merciless slaughter which has marked 
the last few months. We hold up our 
hands in horror at the stories of human 
sacrifices in the early ages when, after 
all, these were, perhaps, less brutal and 
less appalling than the wholesale slaugh- 
ter of the flower of these warring peo- 


ples of which we now read almost daily. 


As I see the situation there really 
are only three contestants in the war— 
England, Russia, and Germany. France, 
Belgium, and Austria are important aux- 
iliaries, but they are playing to a certain 
extent secondary réles. 

England’s real object is the utter de- 
feat of Germany—nothing more nor less 
than that—and if this is accomplished 
England will have control of Europe. It 


must be remembered that the English - 


Government and English people frequent- 
ly have asserted that they would not be 
satisfied with mere defeat of Germany’s 
armed forces, but that her power must 
be permanently paralyzed. 

If England should accomplish this, 
with Germany, its army and its navy, 
thus wholly out of the way, no one would 
be left for England to fear in future 
upon the high seas. 

That might be the chief significance 
of England’s complete victory, and its 
complete significance would be that 
every nation in the world would have to 
do the British bidding, for should any 
one refuse she could completely destroy 
its commerce and shut off its overseas 


~ supplies. 


In the cases of most nations overseas 
supplies include material vital to the 
continuance of life and happiness; to 
every nation, in these days of a de- 
veloped and habitual foreign trade, over- 
seas supplies are actually essential, even 
when they do not necessarily include 
meats and wheat and other foodstuffs. 

The effect upon the United States 
of such an English victory would be 
most disastrous. 

The alliance between England and 
Japan is likely to be permanent. That 
is something which Americans cannot 
afford to forget for a moment. 

England needs Japan in the Far 
Hast, especially as an ally in case of 
need, which at some time is certain to 
arrive, against Russia; and Japan for 
many reasons needs the strength of 
English backing, without which her 
financial and political situation soon 
would become most dangerous, if not 
collapse. 

Such a permanent alliance would 
have this consequence upon us, that 
without even the probability of diffi- 
culties with either England or Japan— 
and, personally, I do not believe that 
such a probability need be feared—we 
nevertheless year after year would be 
compelled to increasingly prepare for 
what may be defined as the disagree- 
able possibility of the eventuation of a 
disagreeable possibility. 

Certainly we should be under the 
necessity of notably and, therefore, very 
expensively, increasing our naval arma- 
ment; we should be under the neces- 
sity of large expenditures for coast de- 
fense. 

Corollary military cost would be 
enormous and burdensome. The prep- 
aration which would be imposed on us 
as a necessity by such a permanent 
alliance would be sufficiently extensive 
and expensive to burden otir people 
heavily and handicap our national 
progress. 

It might involve, perhaps, even a 
greater hardship in our case than mili- 
tarism has involved in Germany. It is 
improbable that the average American 
realizes the part which absence of such 
burdens has played in our national de- 


462 


THE NEW YORK TIMES CURRENT HISTORY OF THE WAR 


velopment so far; it would be difficult 
for the average American who has not 
studied the whele subject carefully to 
estimate accurately the part which the 
imposition of such a burden would be 
sure to play in our future. 


We have been measurably a free 
people. If we were under the necessity 
of supporting vast military and naval 
establishments we should be that no 
longer, no matter how completely we 
adhered to our democratic political sys- 
tem and ideals. It is not Kings, but 
what they do, which burdens countries, 
‘and the most burdensome act of any 
King is to load his country up with non- 
productive, threatening, and expensive 
war machinery. 


The Real Peril. 


I fear that the American people as 
a whole have visualized only slightly, if 
at all, the real peril involved in this con- 
tingency; but I cannot feel otherwise 
than sure that soon they must awake to 
the great danger that militarism and 
navalism may be imposed upon them 
through no fault of their own. 


American impulses trend away from 
armament toward peaceful development 
along industrial lines, but even now po- 
litical leaders in Washington begin to 
see what may be coming. The propo- 
sitions which already have been made 
for considerable increases in our naval 
and military forces may be regarded as 
only the forerunners of what is to be ex- 
pected later. 

My sympathies and interests, in other 
words my patriotic sentiments, are 
definitely American. I must repeat that 
I am of German origin, and that as re- 
gards the present struggle I am pro- 
German, yet it would be impossible for 
me to say that I am anti-English, al- 
though I am anti-Russian for reasons 
that are obvious. 

I already have expressed the belief 
that the complete humiliation of Eng- 
land would be disastrous to us. Now, it 
seems to me that if Germany should be 
completely successful, if she should be 
able to wear out the Allies, break down 
France, hold Russia in check, and cripple 


or even invade England, (which many 
German leaders actually believe can be 
done, incredible as it may seem to us,) 
Germany would acquire a position such 
as never has been held by any nation 
since the beginning of history. Not even 
the power of the Roman Empire would 
approach it. 


The advance which has marked the 
development of every means of com- 
munication, transportation, manufactur- 
ing, &c., since Rome’s day would give 
Germany, in the case of such an even- 
tuation, a power which would have been 
inconceivable to the most ambitious 
Roman Emperor. It would make her a 
menace not only to her immediate neigh- 
bors, but to the entire globe. 

Could she be trusted with such power? 
Notwithstanding my personal sym- 
pathies, which I have taken pains to 
clearly outline, I must admit that I can- 
not think so. The German character is 
not only self-reliant, which is admirable, 
but it readily becomes domineering, par- 
ticularly when in the ascendency. 

In the role of a world conqueror 
Germany would become a world dictator 
—would indulge in a domination which 
would be almost unbearable to every 
other nation. Particularly would this be 
the case in respect to her relations with 
the United States, a nation with which 
she always has had and always must 
have intimate trade and commercial re- 
lations. 

Should Germany make England im- 
potent and France powerless we should 
become more or less dependent upon 
German good-will, and it is highly prob- 
able, indeed I regard it as a certainty, 
that before long, in such an event, the 
Monroe Doctrine would cease to exercise 
any important influence on world events. 
It would become a thing of the past—a 
“serap of paper.” 

You see that while I am fot neu- 
tral to the extreme, while I fervently 
hope and pray that Germany may not 
be wrecked and that she may emerge 
from the war with full ability to main- 
tain her own, I cannot believe that it 
would be good for her or good for the 
world in general if she found herself ab- 
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solutely and incontrovertibly victorious 


at the end of the great struggle. In 
other words, I wish Germany to be vic- 
torious, but I do not wish her to be too 
victorious. 


This brings us definitely to the ques- 
tion as to what can be done to stop this 
war. Its continuance is infinitely costly 
of men and treasure; its prosecution to 
the bitter end would mean complete dis- 
aster for one contestant and only less 
complete destruction for the other, and 
it would give to the victor, no matter 
what his sufferings and losses might 
have been, a power dangerous to the en- 
tire world. 

How shall it end? We do not want 
its end to mean a new European map. 
Anything of the sort would include the 
seed of another European war, to be 
fought out later and at even greater 


probable cost, with all the world-disturb-. 


ance implied in such an eventuation. 


What the United States should desire 
and does desire is an understanding be- 
tween these nations, of just what they 
are fighting for, which I almost believe 
they no longer know themselves, and a 
conference between them now, a pause 
to think, which at least may help toward 
stimulating each side to make conces- 
sions, before the ultimate of damage has 
been done. 

Such a conference might be called 
even without any interval in warfare and 
induced without definite outside interven- 
tion from ourselves or any one else. I 
believe it not to be beyond the bounds 
of possibility that if this course could be 
brought about importantly enough, a 
way out of this brutal struggle and car- 
nage might be discovered even now, and 
I know I am not alone in this belief. 


The situation is unprecedented. No 
congress such as in former times more 
than once has settled wars and brought 
about peace by the give-and-take proc- 
ess could be of avail in the existing cir- 
cumstances. Something far higher than 
such a conference is needed. This peace 
must not be temporary. It must mark 
not the ending of this war alone but the 


‘ending of all war. 


Some means must be devised and 
generally agreed to which, after the re- 
establishment of peace, will do away with 
jealousies among European nations, so 
that the continual increase of armament 
on land and sea no longer will be neces- 
sary, and humanity will be freed from 
its tremendous burden. 


It is not at present possible to point 
out any concrete means by which these 
things may be accomplished, but it is not 
impossible that, when reason shall be re- 
turned to the Governments now at war, 
they themselves may suggest to one an- 
other plans and ways and means how 
this may be effectuated. 


Toward this end America may help 
tremendously, and herein lies, it seems 
to me, the greatest opportunity ever of- 
fered by events to the American press. 


Let the newspapers of America stop 
futile philosophizing upon the merits and 
demerits of each case, let them measur- 


“ably cease their comment upon what 


each side has accomplished or failed to 
accomplish during the tragic four months 
which have traced their bloody mark on 
history. 


Let them begin to stimulate public 
opinion in favor of a rational adjust- 
ment of the points at issue—such an 
adjustment as will leave each contestant 
unhumiliated and intact, such an adjust- 
ment as will avoid, as far as may be 


-possible, the complete defeat of any one, 


such an adjustment as will do what can 
be done toward righting wrongs already 
wrought, and such an adjustment as will 
let the world return as soon as may be 
to the paths of peace, productiveness, 
prosperity, and happiness. 

In suggesting that America should 
regard this effort as an obligation I 
am assuming for this country no rights 
which are not properly hers.” We, a 
nation of a hundred million people, labor- 
ing constantly. for peace and human 
progress, have a right to make our 
voice heard, and if we raise it properly 
it will find listeners among those who 
can help toward the accomplishment of 
what we seek. But if we would make 
it heard we must be earnest, be honest, 
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and be ceaseless in the reiteration of 
our demand. 

Have we not the right to insist that 
the interests of neutral nations, of 
whom, with our South American cousins, 
(for the better intercourse with whom 
we have just spent several hundred 
millions upon the construction of the 
Panama Canal,) we form so large a 
percentage, shall before long be given 
some consideration by the nations whose 
great quarrel is harming us incalculably? 


Americans Should Speak Out. 


The interruption of our economic de- 
velopment already has become marked 
and the war’s baneful influence upon 
moral conditions in our midst shows it- 
self through constantly increasing unem- 
ployment and, as a logical consequence 
of that, the rapid filling of our elee- 
mosynary and penal institutions. May 
we not reasonably demand that this shall 
speedily be brought to an end? 

It probably is true that under the 
rules of the game the President of the 
United States cannot offer his good 
offices again to the belligerents without 
first being invited by one or the other 


side to do this, but the people of the 
United States have a voice even more 
powerful than his; if that of the people 
of South America should be joined with 
it, and if the combined sound should be 
made unquestionably apparent to the 
warring nations, it could not pass un- 
heeded. 

Public opinion in the United States 
should: firmly seek to impress upon the 
warring nations the conviction that 
nothing can secure a lasting peace except 
assurance of conditions under which not 
mighty armies and tremendous navies 
are held to be the factors through which 
trade expansion and the conquest of the 
markets of the world are to be obtained, 
but that this can be accomplished better 
and more lastingly through rigid adhe- 
rence to the qualities and methods which 
generally make for success in commercial 
or any other peaceful competition—fair- 
ness, thorough efficiency, and hard work. 

The concentrated power of the Amer- 
ican press and people would be tremen- 
dous. I am sure that, in this instance, it 
is possible to concentrate it for righteous- 
ness and the future good of all 
humanity. 


Prof. Mather on Mr. Schiff 


Professor of Art at Princeton University; editorial writer for The New 
York Evening Post and Assistant Editor of The Nation, 1901-06. 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 
T seems to me that the Belgian pre- 
| vious question ought to be moved 
with all candid pro-Germans. Mr. 
Schiff is plainly candid, so I have 
framed an open letter to elicit his opin- 
ion: 


[An Open Letter to Jacob H. Schiff. 


Mr. Jacob H. Schiff, New York. 

My Dear Sir: The universal esteem 
which you enjoy in the country of your 
adoption lends great weight to any utter- 
ance of yours on public matters. Your in- 
terview on the war in THE Timms of Nov. 
22 will everywhere have influence for its 


gravity and fineness of feeling. It is 
with compunction that I call your atten- 
tion to the fact that your statement is 
ambiguous on precisely those issues of 
the conflict which your fellow-citizens 
have nearest at heart. 


Your general position may be described 
as a desire for prompt peace and restora- 
tion of the former balance of power. 
More specifically you wish “ Germany to 
be victorious, but not too victorious.” If 
this be merely an instinctive expression 
of the residual German in you, an expres- 
sion made with no practical implications 
of any sort, no American will do other- 
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wise than respect such a sentiment. But 
if you deliberately desire a moderate vic- 
tory for Germany, with all that such 
moderate victory practically implies, it 
behooves your fellow-citizens to judge 
your views in the light of what these 
really call for. 

An ever so slightly victorious Germany 
would presumably retain Belgium, in 
whole or in part. Does such a conquest 
have your moral assent? 

Or suppose the rather improbable 
event of a Germany driven out of Bel- 
gium, but otherwise slightly victorious. 
In such case not a pfennig of indemnity 
would come to Belgium. Do you believe 
that no indemnity is morally due Bel- 
gium? 


Knowing your reputation as a man and 
philanthropist, I can hardly believe that 
your desire for a “not too victorious ” 
Germany includes its logical implication 
of a subjugated or uncompensated Bel- 
gium. But if this be so, candor expects 
an avowal. Until you have made your- 
self clear on the issue that most con- 
cerns your fellow-citizens they will re- 
main in doubt as to your whole moral at- 
titude on the war. Does your pacificism 
contemplate a German Belgium? I feel 
sure you will admit that no fairer ques- 
tion could be set to any one who com- 
ments on the sequels of the war. I am, 
most respectfully yours, 

FRANK JEWETT MATHER, Jr. 

Princeton University, Oct. 23, 1914. 


The Eliot-Schiff Letters 


On Nov. 22 Tur New York Times printed 
this interview with Jacob H. Schiff on the 
European war reproduced above. Two days 
later Dr. Charles W. Eliot, President Emeri- 
tus of Harvard, who is an old friend of Mr. 
Schiff, wrote him a letter of comment on 
Tue Times interview. This letter resulted in 


- considerable correspondence between the two. 


At the time this correspondence was penned 
there was not the least thought in the mind 
of either of the writers of giving the letters 
to the public. It was simply an interchange 
of ideas between men who had long known 
each other. When they were convinced, how- 
ever, that publication might serve a useful 
purpose in shaping public opinion, both Mr. 
Schiff and Dr. Eliot cordially assented to 
their being printed. 


Dr. Eliot to Mr. Schiff. 
CAMBRIDGE, Mass., Nov. 24, 1914. 
EAR Mr. Schiff: It was a great 
D relief to me to read just now 
your interview in THE NEW 
York Times of Noy. 22, for I 
have been afraid that your judgment and 
mine, concerning the desirable outcome of 
this horrible war, were very different. I 
now find that at many points they 
coincide. 


_ One of my strongest hopes is that one 


result of the war may be the acceptance 


by the leading nations of the world of 
the precept or law—there shall be no world 
empire for any single nation. If I un- 
derstand you correctly, you hold the same 
opinion. You wish neither Germany nor 
England to possess world empire. You 
also look forward, as I do, to some con- 
tract or agreement among the leading na- 
tions which shall prevent competitive arm- 
aments. I entirely agree with you that 
it is in the highest degree undesirable 
that this war should be prolonged to the 
exhaustion of either side. 


When, however, I come to your dis- 
cussion of the means by which a good 
result toward European order and peace 
may be brought out of the present con- 
vulsion I do not find clear guidance to 
present action on your part or mine, or 
on the part of our Government and 
people. Was it your thought that a con- 
gress of the peoples of North and South 
America should now be convened to 
bring to bear American opinion on the 
actual combatants while the war is going 
on? Or is it your thought that the 
American nations wait until there is a 
lull or pause in the indecisive fighting? 

So far as I can judge from the very 
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imperfect information which reaches us 
from Germany, the confidence of the 
German Emperor and people in their 
“invincible” army is not much abated, 
although it clearly ought to be. It is 
obvious that American opinion has some 
weight in Germany; but has it not 
enough weight to induce Germany to 
abandon her intense desire for Belgium 
and Holland and extensive colonial pos- 
sessions? To my thinking, without the 
abandonment of that desire and ambition 
on the part of Germany, there can be 
no lasting peace in Europe and no re- 
duction of armaments. Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES W. ELIOT. 
Jacob H. Schiff, Esq. 


Mr. Schiff to Dr. Eliot. 


NEW YORK, Nov. 25, 1914. 
My Dear Dr. Eliot: 

I am just in receipt of your thoughtful 
letter of yesterday, which it has given 
me genuine pleasure to receive. While 
it is true that I have not found myself 
in accord with many of the views to 
which you have given publie expression 
concerning the responsibility for this de- 
plorable conflict and the unfortunate 
conditions it has created, I never doubted 
that as to its desirable outcome we would 
find ourselves in accord, and I am very 
glad to have this confirmed by you, 
though as to this our views could not 
have diverged. 


As to the means by which a desirable 
result toward European order and peace 
may be brought about out of the 
chaos which has become created, it 
is, I confess, difficult to give guid- 
ance at present. What needs first, 
in my opinion, to be done is _ to 
bring forth a healthy and _ insistent 
public opinion here for an early peace 
without either side becoming first ex- 
hausted, and it was my purpose in the 
interview I have given to set the Ameri- 
can people thinking concerning this. I 
have no idea that*I shall have immediate 
success; but if men like you and others 
follow in the same line, I am sure Ameri- 
can public opinion can before long be 
mede to express itself emphatically and 
insistently in favor of an early peace. 


Without this it is not unlikely that this 
horrible slaughter and destruction may 
continue for a very, very long time. 
Yours most faithfully, 
JACOB H. SCHIFF. 
President Emeritus Charles W. Eliot, 
Cambridge, Mass. 


Dr. Eliot to Mr. Schiff. 


CAMBRIDGE, Mass., Nev. 28, 1914. 
Dear Mr. Schiff: 

I think, just as you do, that the thing 
which most needs to be done is to induce 
Germany to modify its present opinion 
that the nation must fight for its very 
life to its last mark and the last drop 
of its blood. Now, every private letter 
that I have received from Germany, and 
every printed circular, pamphlet, or book 
on the war which has come to me from 
German sources insists on the view that, 
for Germany, it is a question between 
world empire or utter downfall. There 
is no sense or reason in this view, but 
the German philosophers, historians, and 
statesmen are all maintaining it at this 
moment. 


England, France, and Russia have no 
such expectations or desires as regards 
the fate of Germany. What they pro- 
pose to do is to put a stop to Germany’s 
plan of attaining world empire by mili- 
tarism. Have you any means of getting 
into the minds of some of the present — 
rulers of Germany the idea that no such 
alternative as life or death is presented 
to Germany in this war, and that the 
people need only abandon their world- 
empire ambitions while securing safety 
in the heart of Europe and a chance to 
develop all that is good in German 
civilization? Sincerely yours, 

CHARLES W. es 

Tacee H. Schiff, Esq. 


Mr. Schiff to Dr. Eliot. 
The Greenbrier, 
WHITE SULPHUR SPRINGS, W. Va., 
Dec. 1, 1914. 

Dear Dr. Eliot: 

I have received today your letter of 
the 28th ult., and I hasten to reply to it, 
for I know of nought that is of more 
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importance than the discussion between 
earnest men of what might be done to 
bring to cessation this horrible and 
senseless war. 


I believe you are mistaken—though in 
this I am stating nothing, absolutely, 
but my personal opinion—that Germany 
would not listen to the suggestion for a 
restoration of peace until it has either 
come into a position to dictate the terms 
or until it is utterly crushed. Indeed, I 
rather feel, and I have indications that 
such is the case, that England is un- 
willing to stop short of crushing Ger- 
many, and it is now using all the influ- 
ence it can bring to bear in this country 
to prevent public opinion being aroused 
in favor of the stoppage of hostilities 
and re-establishment of peace. 


The same mail which brought your 
letter this morning brought me also a 
letter from a leading semi-military mah, 
whom I know by name, but not per- 
sonally. It is so fine and timely that I 
venture to inclose a copy for your 
perusal. Why would not you, and per- 
haps Dr. Andrew D. White, who—is it 
not a coincidence—has likewise written 
me today on the subject of my recent 
TIMES interview, be the very men to 
carry out the suggestion made by my 
correspondent? 

Perhaps no other two men in the 
entire country are so greatly looked up 


to by its people for guidance as you—in. 


the first instance—and Dr. White. You 
could surely bestow no greater gift upon 
the entire civilized world than if now, 
in the evening of a life which has been 
of such great value to mankind, you 
would call around you a number of lead- 
ing, earnest Americans with the view of 
discussing and framing plans through 
which American public opinion could be 
crystallized and aroused to the point 
where it will insistently demand that 
these warring nations come together and, 
with the experience they have made to 
their great cost, make at least an at- 
tempt to find a way out. I cannot but 
believe that the Governments of Eng- 
lend, France, and Germany—if not 
Pussia—will have to listen, if the Amer- 
ican people speak with no uncertain 


voice. Do it, and you will deserve and 
receive the blessing of this and of com- 
ing generations! Yours most faithfully, 


JACOB H. SCHIFF. 


Dr. Eliot to Mr. Schiff. 


CAMBRIDGE, Mass., Dec. 3, 1914. 
Dear Mr. Schiff: 

I thank you for your letter of Dec. 1 
and its interesting inclosure. 

Although every thoughtful person 
must earnestly desire that the waste 
and destruction of this greatest of wars 
should be stopped as soon as possible, 
there is an overpowering feeling that 
the war should go on until all the com- 
batants, including Germany, have been 
brought to see that the Governmental 
régime and the state of the public mind 
in Germany which have made this war 
possible are not consistent with the se- 
curity and well-being of Europe in the 
future. 

Personally, I feel strongly that the 
war ought to go on so long as Germany 
persists in its policies of world empire, 
dynastic rule, autocratic bureaucracy, 
and the use of force in international 
dealings. If the war stops before Ger- 
many sees that those policies cannot 
prevail in twentieth-century Europe, the 
horrible wrongs and evils which we are 
now witnessing will recur; and all the 
nations will have to continue the de- 
structive process of competitive arma- 
ments. If peace should be made now, 
before the Allies have arrived at attack- 
ing Germany on her own soil, there 
would result only a truce of moderate 
length, and then a renewal of the present 
horrors. 

I cannot but think that Europe now 
has a chance to make a choice between 
the German ideal of the State and the 
Anglo-American ideal. These-two ideals 
are very different; and the present con- 
flict shows that they cannot coexist 
longer in modern Europe. 

In regard to the suggestion which 
your correspondent made to you that 
a conference of private persons should 
now be called in the hope of arriving 
at an agreed-upon appeal to the com- 
batants to desist from fighting and con- 


468 THE NEW YORK TIMES CURRENT HISTORY OF THE WAR 


sider terms of settlement, I cannot but 
feel (1) that such a conference would 
have no assured status; (2) that the 
combatants would not listen; and (3) 
that the effort would, therefore, be un- 
timely now, though perhaps useful later. 

One idea might possibly bring about 
peace, if it fructified in the mind of 
the German Emperor—the idea, namely, 
that the chance of Germany’s obtaining 
dominating power in either Europe or 
the world having already gone, the wise 
thing for him to do is to save United 
Germany within her natural boundaries 
for secure development as a highly civil- 
ized strong nation in the heart of 
Europe. Surplus population can always 
emigrate happily in the future as in the 
past. 

The security of Germany would rest, 
however, on an international agreement 
to be maintained by an international 
force; whereas, the example which Ger- 
many has just given of the reckless 
violation of international agreements is 
extremely discouraging in regard to the 
possibility of securing the peace of 
Europe in the future. 

Although this war has already made 
quite impossible the domination of Ger- 
many in Europe or in the world, the 
leaders of Germany do not yet see or 
apprehend that impossibility. Hence, 
many earnest peace-seekers have to con- 
fess that they do not see any means 
whatever available for promoting peace 
in Europe now, or even procuring a short 
truce. 

I wish I could believe with you that 
the Governments of England, France, 
Germany, and Russia would listen to 
the voice of the American people. They 
all seem to desire the good opinion and 
moral support of America; but I see no 
signs that they would take American 
advice or imitate American example. 
President Wilson seems to think that 
this country will be accepted as a kind 
of umpire in this formidable contest; 
but surely we have no right to any such 
position. Our example in avoiding ag- 
gression on other nations, and in declin- 
ing to enter the contest for world power, 
ought to have some effect in abating 
European ambitions in that direction; but 


our exhortations to peace and good-will 
will, I fear, have little influence. There 
is still a veal contest on between democ- 
racy and oligarchical methods. 

You see, my dear Mr. Schiff, that I 
regard this war as the result of long- 
continuing causes which have been gath- 
ering force for more than fifty years. In 
Germany all the forces of education, 
finance, commercial development, a 
pagan philosophy, and Government have 
been preparing this war since 1860. To 
stop it now, before these forces have 
been overwhelmingly defeated, and be- 
fore the whole German people is con- 
vinced that they are defeated, would be 
to leave humanity exposed to the certain 
recurrence of the fearful convulsions we 
are now witnessing. 

If anybody can show me any signs 
that the leaders of Germany are con- — 
vinced that there is to be no world em- 
pire for Germany or any other nation, 
and no despotic Government in Europe, 
I shall be ready to take part in any ef- 
fectual advocacy of peace. Sincerely 
yours. CHARLES W. ELIOT. 

Jacob H. Schiff, Esq. 


Mr. Schiff to Dr. Eliot. 
NEW YORK, Dec. 5, 1914. 
President Emeritus Charles W. Eliot, 
Cambridge, Mass. 
Dear Dr. Eliot: 

Your letter of Dec. 8 reached me this 
morning, and has given me much food 
for thought. 

I wish I could follow you in the posi- 
tion you have taken, for I like nothing 
better than to sit at the feet of a master 
like you and be instructed. But, much 
as I have tried, even before our recent 
correspondence was begun, to get at your 
viewpoint as from time to time pub- 
lished, I have not been able to convince 
myself that you occupy a correct posi- 
tion. Please accept this as expressed in 
all modesty, for I know were you not 
thoroughly convinced of the justice of 
the position you have taken from the 
start you would not be so determined in 
holding: to it. 

I am perfectly frank to.say that I am 
amazed and chagrined when you say 
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that you feel strongly that the war ought 
to go on until the Allies have arrived at 
attacking Germany on her own soil, 
which, if this is at all likely to come, may 
take many months yet, and will mean sac- 
rifice of human life on both sides more 
appalling than anything we have seen yet 
since the war began. So you are willing 
that, with all the human life that has 
already perished, practically the entire 
flower of the warring nations shall be- 
come exterminated before even an effort 
~be made to see whether these nations 
cannot be brought to reason, cannot be 
made to stop and to consider whether, 
with the experience of the past four 
months before them, it would not be bet- 
ter to even now make an effort to find 
a way in which the causes that have led 
to this deplorable conflict can be once 
and forever eradicated? 

That it will be possible to find at this 
time any method or basis through the 
adoption of which the world would be- 
come entirely immune against war I do 
not believe, even by the establishment 
of the international police force such as 
you and others appear to have in mind. 

The perpetual cessation of all war be- 
tween the civilized nations of the world 
can, as I see it. only be brought about in 
two ways, both Utopian and likely imprac- 
ticable, for many years to come. War 
could be made only to cease entirely if 
all the nations of Europe could be or- 


ganized into a United States of Europe. 


and if free trade were established 
throughout the -world. In the first in- 
stance, the extreme nationalism, which 
has become so rampant during the past 
fifty years and which has been more or 
less at the bottom of every war, would 
then cease to exist and prevail, and in 
the second event, namely, if free trade 
became established throughout the world 
the necessity for territorial expansion 
and aggression would no longer be 
needed, for, with the entire world open 
on equal terms to the’ commerce and in- 
dustry of every nation, territorial pos- 
session would not be much of a consid- 
eration to any peoples. 

You continually lay stress upon the 
-danger of the domination of Germany in 


Europe and in the world. I believe I 
have already made myself quite clear in 
my recent NEw York TIMES interview, 
which has called forth this correspond- 
ence between us, that neither would I 
wish to have Germany come into a posi- 
tion where it might dominate Europe, 
and more or less the world, nor do I be- 
lieve that the German Nation, except 
“perhaps a handful of extremists, has any 
such desires. 


I believe I have also made myself quite 
clear in the interview to which I have 
referred that my feelings are not anti- 
English, for I shall never forget that 
liberal government and all forms of lib- 
eralism have had their origin, ever since 
the Magna Charta, in that great nation 
whom we so often love to call our cousins. 
But, with all of this, can you ignore the 
fact that England even today, without 
the: further power and prestige victory 
in the present conflict would give her, 
practically dominates the high seas, that 
she treats the ocean as her own and _en- 
forces her dictates upon the waters even 
to our very shores? That this is true 
the past four months have amply proved. 

IT am not one of those who fear that 
the United States, as far as can now be 
foreseen, will get into any armed con- 
flict with Great Britain or with Japan, 
her permanent ally, but I can well un- 
derstand that many in our country are 
of a different opinion, and it takes no 
prophet to foresee that, with England 
coming out of this war victorious and 
her and Japan’s power on the high seas 
increased, the demand from a large sec- 
tion of our people for the acquisition 
and possession of the United States of 
an increased powerful navy and for the 
erection of vast coast defenses, both on 
the Atlantic and Pacific shores, will be- 
come so insistent that it cannot be with- 
stood. What this will mean to the 
American people in lavish expenditures 
and in increased. taxation I need not here 
further go into. 

Yes, my dear and revered friend, I 
can see nought but darkness if a way 
cannot be soon found out of the present 
deplorable situation as it exists in Eu- 
rope. 
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But even if the Allies are victorious 
it will mean, as I am convinced, the 
beginning of the descent of England 
as the world’s leader and the hastened 
ascendency of Russia, who, not today 
or tomorrow, but in times to come, is 
sure to crowd out England from the 
world’s leadership. A Russia that will 


have become democratic in its govern- 


ment, be it as a republic or under a 
truly constitutional monarchy; a Russia 
in which education will be as free as it 
is in our own country; a Russia in which 
the people can move about and make 
homes in the vast territory she possesses 
wherever they can find most happiness 
and prosperity; a Russia with its vast 
natural resources of every kind fully 
developed, is bound to be the greatest 
and most powerful nation on the earth. 


But I am going too far into the future 
and I must return to the sad and deplor- 
able present. I only wanted to show how 
England’s alliance with this present-day 
Russia and its despotic, autocratic, and 
inhuman Government may, if the Allies 
shall be victorious, prove possibly in the 
nearer future, but certainly in the long 
run, England’s Nemesis. 


Before closing I want to correct the 
impression you appear to have received 
that I have meant to suggest a confer- 
ence of private persons for the purpose 
of agreeing upon an appeal by them to 
the nations of Europe to desist from 
fighting and consider terms of settle- 
ment. I know this would be entirely im- 
practicable and useless, but what I meant 
to convey to you was my conviction that 
if you and men like you, of whom I 
confess there are but too few, were to 
make the endeavor to rouse public opin- 
ion in the United States to a point where 
it should insistently demand that this 
terrific carnage of blood and destruction 
cease, it would not be long before these 
warring Governments would take notice 
of such sentiments on the part of the 
American pecple; and what should be 
done at once is the stoppage of the fur- 
nishing of munitions of war to any of 
the belligerents, as is unfortunately done 
to so great an extent at present from 
this country. 


We freely and abundantly give to the 
Red Cross and the many other relief 
societies, but we do this, even if in- 
directly, out of the very profits we derive 
from the war material we sell to the 
belligerents, and with which the wounds 
the Red Cross and other relief societies 
endeavor to assuage are inflicted. Yours 
most faithfully, 

JACOB H. SCHIFF. 


Dr. Eliot to Mr. Schiff. 
CAMBRIDGE, Mass., Dec. 8, 1914. 
Dear Mr. Schiff: 
Your letter of Dec. 5 tells me what 
the difference is between you and me 
in respect to the outcome of the war—lI 


-am much more hopeful or sanguine of 


the world’s getting good out of it than 
you are. Since you do not hope to get 
any good to speak of out of it, you want 
to stop it as soon as possible. You look 
forward to future war from time to time 
between the nations of Europe and to 
the maintenance of competitive arma- 
ments. You think that the lust of do- 
minion must continue to be felt and 
gratified, now by one nation and now 
by another; that Great Britain can 
gratify it now, but that she will be over- 
powered by Russia by and by. 


I am unwilling to accept these con- 
ditions for Europe, or for the world, 
without urging the freer nations to 
make extraordinary efforts to reach a 
better solution of the European inter- 
national proklem which, unsolved, has 
led down to this horrible pit of general 
war. 


I have just finished another letter to 
THE Nrw YorK TIMES, which will prob- 
ably be in print by the time you get 
back to New York, so I will not trouble 
you with any exposition of the grounds 
of my hopefulness. It is because I am 
hopeful that I want to see this war 
fought out until Germany is persuaded 
that she cannot dominate Europe, or, 
indeed, make her will prevail anywhere 
by force of arms. When that change of 
mind has been effected I hope that Ger- 
many will become a member of a fed- 
eration firm enough and powerful enough 
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to prevent any single nation from aiming 
at world empire, or even pouncing on a 
smaller neighbor. 

There is another point on which I 
seem to differ from you: I do not 
believe that any single nation has now, 
or can ever hereafter have, the leader- 
ship of the world, whereas you look for- 
ward to the existence of such leadership 
or domination in the hands of a single 
great power. Are there not many signs 
already, both in the East and in the 
West, that the time has past for world 
empire? Very sincerely and cordially 
yours, CHARLES W. ELIOT. 

Jacob H. Schiff, Esq. 


Mr. Schiff to Dr. Eliot. 
NEW YORK, Dec. 14, 1914. 
Dear Dr. Eliot: 
I have delayed replying to your valued 


letter of the 8th inst. until after the ap-_ 


pearance of your further letter to THE 
New YorK TIMES, to which you had 
made reference, and, like everything 
emanating from you, the contents of 
your last Times letter have evoked my 
deepest interest. } 


Had our recent correspondence ‘not 
already become more extended than you 
likely had intended it to become when 
you first wrote me on the subject of my 
TIMES interview of some weeks ago, I 
should go into your latest arguments at 
greater length. As it is, I shall only 
reiterate that I find~myself unable to 
follow you in your belief and hope, that 
world empire and world leadership, as 
this now exists, is likely to cease as a 
consequence of the present war, much as 
we all may desire this. 

England has taken up arms to retain 
her world dominion and leadership; and 
to gain it, Germany is fighting. How 
can you, then, expect that England, if 
victorious, would be willing to surrender 
her control of the oceans and the do- 
minion over the trade of the world she 
possesses in consequence, and where is 
there, then, room for the hope you express 
that world leadership may become a 
thing of the past with the termination of 
the present conflict? 


I repeat, with all my attachment for 
my native land and its people, I have no 
inimical feeling toward England, have 
warm sentiments for France, and the 
greatest compassion for brave, stricken 
Belgium. 


Thus, “with malice toward none,” and 
with the highest respect for your ex- 
pressed views, I am still of the opinion 
that there can be no greater service ren- 
dered to mankind than to make the effort, 
either through the force of public opin- 
ion of the two Americas, or otherwise, to 
bring these warring Governments to- 
gether at an early moment, even if this 
can only be done without stopping their 
conflict, so that they may make the en- 
deavor, whether—with their costly ex- 
perience of the last five months, with 
the probability that they now know bet- 
ter what need be done to make the ex- 


“treme armaments on land and sea as un- 


necessary as they are undesirable in the 
future—a basis cannot be found upon 
which disarmament can be effectively 
and permanently brought about. 


This, at some time, they will have 
come to, in any event, and must there 
first more human lives be sacrificed 
into the hundreds and hundreds of thou- 
sands, and still greater havoc be wrought, 
before passions can be made to cease and 
reason be made to return? 


If, as you seem to think, the war need 
go on until one country is beaten into a 
condition where it must accept the terms 
the victor chooses to impose, because it 
can no longer help itself to do else, the 
peace thus obtained will only be the har- 
binger of another war in the near or dis- 
tant future, bloodier probably than the 
present sanguinary conflict, and through 
no compact which might be entered into 
will it be possible to actually prevent 
this. 


Twenty centuries ago Christianity 
came into the world with its lofty mes- 
sage of “peace on earth and good-will 
to men,” and now, after two thousand 
years, and at the near approach of the 
season when Christianity celebrates the 
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birth of its founder, it is insisted that ued into the infinite. Most faithfully 
yours, JACOB H. SCHIFF. 


the merciless slaughter of man by man 
we have been witnessing these last 
months must be permitted to be contin- 


President Emeritus 
Cambridge, Mass. 


LA CATHEDRALE. 


From Figaro. 
By EDMOND ROSTAND. 


LS n’ont fait que la rendre un peu plus 
i immortelle. 
L’Oeuvre ne périt pas, que mutile un 
gredin. 
Demande a Phidias et demande a Rodin 
Si, devant ses morceaux, on ne dit plus: 
*C’est Elle!”’ 


La Forteresse meurt quand on la démantéle. 

Mais le Temple, brisé, vit plus noble; et 
soudain 

Les yeux, se souvenant du toit avec dédain, 

Préférent voir le ciel dans la pierre en 
dentelle. 


Rendons grace—attendu qu’il nous manquait 
encor 

D’avoir ce qu’ont les Grecs sur la colline d’or; 

Le Symbole du Beau consacré par l’insulte !— 


Rendons grace aux pointeurs du_ stupide 
canon, : 

Puisque de leur adresse allemande il résulte 

Une Honte pour eux, pour nous un Par- 
thénon! 


THE CATHEDRAL. 


A Free Translation of Rostand’s Sonnet. 
By FRANCES C. FAY. 
EATHLHESS ”’ is graven deeper on thy 
brow; 
Ghouls have no power to end thy end- 
less sway. 
The Greek of old, the Frenchman of today, 
Before thy riven shrine are bending now. 


A wounded fortress straightway lieth prone, 

Not so the Temple dies; its roof may fall, 

The sky its covering vault, an azure-pall, 

Doth droop to crown its wealth of lacework 
stone. 


Praise to you, Vandal guns of dull intent! 
We lacked till now our Beauty’s monument 
Twice hallowed o’er by insult’s brutal hand, 


As Pallas owns on Athens’ golden hill, 

We shave it now, thanks to your far-flung 
brand! 

Your shame—our gain, misguided German 
skill! 


Charles W. Eliot, 


Probable Causes and Outcome of the War 


By Charles W. Eliot. 


President Emeritus of Harvard University; Officer Legion d’Honneur 
(France) ; Imperial Order of the Rising Sun, first class (Japan); Royal 
Prussian Order of the Crown, first class; Grand Officer of the Crown of 
Italy ; Member of the General Education Board, and an original investigator 


for the cause of international peace. 


Following Is Reproduced a Series of Five Letters to Tum New York Times from Dr. Eliot. 
Together with the Comments Thereon by Eminent Critics. 


DR. ELIOT’S FIRST LETTER. 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 
ale American people without dis- 
? tinction of party are highly 
content with the action of their 
National Administration on all 
the grave problems presented to the Gov- 
ernment by the sudden outbreak of long- 
prepared war in Europe—a war which 
already involves five great States and 
two small ones. They heartily approve 
of the action of the Administration on 
mediation, neutrality, aid to Americans 
in Europe, discouragement of specula- 
tion in foods, and, with the exception of 
extreme protectionists, admission to 
American registery of foreign-built 
ships; although the legislation on the 
last subject, which-has already passed 
Congress, is manifestly inadequate. 

Our people cannot see that the war 
will necessarily be short, and they can- 
not imagine how it can last long. They 
realize that history gives no example of 
such a general interruption of trade and 
all other international intercourse as has 
already taken place, or of such a stop- 
page of the production and distribution 
of the necessaries of life as this war 
threatens. They shudder at the floods 
of human woe which are about to over- 
whelm Europe. 

Hence, thinking Americans cannot help 
reflecting on the causes of this mon- 
strous outbreak of primitive savagery— 
part of them come down from the sev- 


enteenth and eighteenth centuries and 
part developed in the nineteenth—and 
wondering what good for mankind, if 
any, can possibly come out of the pres- 
ent cataclysm. 


The whole people of the United States, 
without regard to racial origin, are of 
one mind in hoping that mankind may 
gain out of this prodigious physical com- 
bat, which uses for purposes of destruc- 
tion and death all the new forces of nine- 
teenth-century applied science, some new 
liberties and new securities in the pursuit 
of happiness; but at this moment they 
can cherish only a remote hope of such 
an issue. The military force which 
Austria-Hungary and Germany are now 
using on a prodigious scale, and with 
long-studied skill, can only be met by 
similar military force, and this resisting 
force is summoned more slowly than that 
of Austria-Hungary and Germany, al- 
though the ultimate battalions will be 
heavier. In this portentous physical 
contest the American people have no 
part; their geographical position, their 
historical development, and their political 
ideals combine to make them for the pres- 
ent mere spectators, although their inter- 
ests—commercial, industrial, and political 
—are deeply involved. For the moment, 
the best thing our Government can do is 
to utilize all existing neutrality rights, 
and, if possible, to strengthen or develop 
those rights, for out of this war ought to 
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come more neutral States in Europe and 
greater security for neutralized territory. 


The Need for Discussion. 


The chances of getting some gains for 
mankind out of this gigantic struggle will 
be somewhat increased if the American 
people, and all other neutral peoples, ar- 
rive through public discussion at some 
clear understanding of the causes and the 
possible and desirable issues of the war, 
and the sooner this public discussion be- 
gins, and the more thoroughly it is pur- 
sued, the sounder will probably be the 
tendencies of public sentiment outside of 
the contending nations and the con- 
clusions which the peace negotiations will 
ultimately reach. 


When one begins, however, to reflect 
on the probable causes of the. sudden 
lapse of the most civilized parts of Hu- 
rope into worse than primitive savagery, 
he comes at once on two old and wide- 
spread evils in Europe from which 
America has been exempt for at least 
150 years. The first is secret diplomacy 
with power to make issues and deter- 
mine events, and the second is auto- 
cratic national Executives who can swing 
the whole physical force of the nation 
to this side or that without consulting 
the people or their representatives. 


The actual catastrophe. proves that 
secret negotiations like those habitually 
conducted on behalf of the “concert of 
Europe,” and alliances between selected 
nations, the terms of which are secret, 
or at any rate not publicly stated, cannot 
avert in the long run outrageous war, 
but can only produce postponements of 
war, or short truces. Free institutions, 
like those of the United States, take the 
public into confidence, because all im- 
portant movements of the Government 
must rest on popular desires, needs, and 
volitions. Autocratic institutions have 
no such necessity for publicity. This 
Government secrecy as to motives, plans, 
and purposes must often be maintained 
by disregarding truth, fair dealing, and 
honorable obligations, in order that, 
when the appeal to force comes, one 
Government may secure the advantage 
of taking the other by surprise. Du- 
plicity during peace and the breaking of 


treaties during war come to be regarded 
as obvious military necessities. 

The second great evil under which 
certain large nations of Europe—notably 
Russia, Germany, and Austria-Hungary 
—have long suffered and still suffer 
is the permanent national Executive, in 
dependent of popular control through 
representative bodies, holding strong 
views about rights of birth and religious 
sanctions of its authority, and really 
controlling the national forces through 
some small council and a strong bu- 
reaucracy. So long as Executives of this 
sort endure, so long will civilization be 
liable to such explosions as have taken 
place this August, though not always on 
so vast a scale. 

Americans now see these things more 
clearly than European lovers of liberty, 
because Americans are detached from 
the actual conflicts by the Atlantic, and 
because Americans have had no real 
contact with the feudal or the imperial 
system for nearly 300 years. Pilgrim 
and Puritan, Covenanter and Quaker, 
Lutheran and Catholic alike left the 
feudal system and autocratic government 
behind them when they crossed the At- 
lantic. Americans, therefore, cannot help 
hoping that two results of the present 
war will be: (1) The abolition of secret 
diplomacy and secret understandings, and 
the substitution therefor of treaties pub- 
licly discussed and sanctioned, and (2) 
the creation of national Executives—Em- 
perors, Sultans, Kings, or Presidents— 
which cannot use the national forces in 
fight until a thoroughly informed na- 
tional assembly, acting with deliberation, 
has agreed to that use. 


Opposite Tendencies. 


The American student of history since 
the middle of the seventeenth century 
sees clearly two strong though appar- 
ently opposite tendencies in Europe: 
First, the tendency to the creation and 
maintenance of small States such as 
those which the Peace of Westphalia 
(1648) recognized and for two centuries 
secured in a fairly independent existence, 
and, secondly, a tendency from the 
middle of the nineteenth century toward 
larger national units, created by combin- 
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ing several kindred States under one 
executive. This second tendency was 
illustrated strongly in the case of both 
Germany and Italy, although the Prus- 
sian domination in Germany has no 
parallel in Italy. Somewhat earlier in 
the nineteenth century the doctrine of 
the neutralization of the territories of 
small States was established as firmly 
as solemn treaties could do it. The larger 
national units had a more or less fed- 
erative quality, the components yielding 
some of their functions to a central 
power, but retaining numerous inde- 
pendent functions. This tendency to lim- 
ited unification is one which Americans 
easily understand and appreciate. We 
believe in the federative principle, and 
must therefore hope that out of the 
present European horror will come a new 
development of that principle, and new 
security for small States which dre 
capable of guaranteeing to their citizens 
“life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi- 
ness ”—a security which no citizen of 
any European country seems today to 
possess. 


Some of the underlying causes of the 
horrible catastrophe the American peo- 
ple are now watching from afar are com- 
mercial and economic. Imperial Ger- 
many’s desire for colonies in other con- 
tinents—such as Great Britain and 
France secured earlier as a result of 
keen commercial ambitions—is intense. 
Prussia’s seizure of Schleswig in 1864-5 
had the commercial motive; and it is 
with visions of ports on the North Sea 
that Germany justifies her present oc- 
cupation of Belgium. The Russians have 
for generations desired to extend their 
national territory southward to the 
Aegean and the Bosphorus, and eastward 
to good harbors on the Pacific. Later 
they pushed into Mongolia and Man- 
churia, but were resisted successfully by 
Japan. Austria-Hungary has long been 
seeking ports on the Adriatic, and lately 
seized without warrant Herzegovina and 
Bosnia to promote her approach toward 
the Aegean, and is now trying to seize 
Servia with the same ends in view. With 
similar motives Italy lately descended on 


Tripoli, without any excuse except this 
intense desire for colonies—profitable or 
unprofitable. On the other hand, the 
American people, looking to the future 
as well as to the past, object to acquisi- 
tions of new territory by force of arms; 
and since the twentieth century opened 
they have twice illustrated in their own 
practice—first in Cuba, and then in 
Mexico—this democratic objection. They 
believe that extensions of national ter- 
ritory should be brought about only with 
the indubitable consent of the majority 
of the people most nearly concerned. 
They also believe that commerce should 
always be a means of promoting good- 
will, and not ill-will, among men, and 
that all legitimate and useful extensions 
of the commerce of a manufacturing and 
commercial nation may be procured 
through the policy of the “‘ open door ”— 
which means nothing more than that all 
nations should be allowed to compete on 
equal terms for the trade of any foreign 
people, whether backward or advanced in 
civilization. No American Administra- 
tion has accepted a “ concession ” of land 
in China. They also believe that peace- 
able extensions of territory and trade will 
afford adequate relief from the economic 
pressure on a population too large for 
the territory it occupies, and that there 
is no need of forcible seizure of territory 
to secure relief. It is inevitable, there- 
fore, that the American people should 
hope that one outcome of the present 
war should be—no enlargement of a na- 
tional territory by force or without the 
free consent of the population to be an- 
nexed, and no colonization except by 
peaceable commercial and _ industrial 
methods. 
Aggressive Force a Failure. 


One of the most interesting and far- 
reaching effects of the present outbreak 
of savagery is likely to be the conviction 
it carries to the minds of thinking people 
that the whole process of competitive 
armaments, the enlistment of the entire 
male population in national armies, and 
the incessant planning of campaigns 
against neighbors, is not a trustworthy 
method for preserving peace. It now 


appears that the military preparations of 
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the last fifty years in Europe have 
resulted in the most terrific war of all 
time, and that a fierce ultimate out- 
break is the only probable result of the 
system. For the future of civilization 
this is a lesson of high value. It teaches 
that if modern civilization is to be pre- 
served, national Executives—whether im- 
perial or republican—must not have at 
their disposal immense armaments and 
drilled armies held ready in the leash; 
that armaments must be limited, an 
international Supreme Court established, 
national armies- changed to the Swiss 
form, and an international force ade- 
quate to deal with any nation that may 
suddenly become lawless agreed upon 
by treaty and held always in readiness. 
The occasional use of force will continue 
to be necessary even in the civilized 
world; but it must be made not an 
aggressive but a protective force and 
used as such—just as protective force 
has to be used sometimes in families, 
schools, cities, and Commonwealths. 

At present Americans do not close 
their eyes to the plain fact that the 
brute force which Germany and Austria- 
Hungary are now using can only be 
overcome by brute force of the same 
sort in larger measure. It is only when 
negotiations for peace begin that the 
great lesson of the futility of huge prep- 
arations for fighting to preserve peace 
can be given effect. Is it too much to 
expect that the whole civilized world will 
take to heart the lessons of this terrible 
catastrophe and co-operate to prevent 
the recurrence of such losses and woes? 
Should Germany and Austria-Hungary 
succeed in their present undertakings, 
the whole civilized world would be 
obliged to bear continuously, and to an 
ever-increasing amount, the burdens of 
great armaments, and would live in con- 
stant fear of sudden invasion, now here, 
now there—a terrible fear, against which 
neither treaties nor professions of peace- 
able intentions would offer the least 
security. 

It must be admitted, however, that the 
whole military organization, which has 
long been compulsory on the nations of 
Continental Europe, is inconsistent in the 
highest degree with American ideals of 


individual liberty and social progress. 
Democracies can fight with ardor, and 
sometimes with success, when the whole 
people is moved by a common sentiment 
or passion; but the structure and disci- 
pline of a modern army like that of Ger- 
many, Austria-Hungary, or Russia, has a 
despotic or autocratic quality which is in- 
consistent with the fundamental princi- 
ples of democratic society. To make war 
in countries like France, Great Britain, 
and the United States requires the wide- 
spread, simultaneous stirring of the pas- 
sions of the people on behalf of their own 
ideals. This stirring requires publicity 
before and after the declaration of war 
and public discussion; and the delays 
which discussion causes are securities for 
peace. Out of the present struggle 
should come a check on militarism—a 
strong revulsion against the use of force 
as means of settling international dis- 
putes. : 
America Cannot Be Indifferent. 


It must also be admitted that it is 
impossible for the American people to 
sympathize with the tone of the imperial 
and royal addresses which, in summon- 
ing the people to war, use such phrases 
as “My monarchy,” “My loyal peo- 
ple,” “ My loyal subjects’; for there is 
implied in such phrases a dynastic or 
personal ownership of peoples which 
shocks the average American. Ameri- 
cans inevitably think that the right way 
for a ruler to begin an exhortation to 
the people he rules is President Wilson’s 
way: “ My fellow-countrymen.” 

It follows from the very existence of 
these American instincts and hopes that, 
although the people of the United States 


“mean to maintain faithfully a legal neu- 


trality, they are not, and can not be, 
neutral or indifferent as to the ultimate 
outcome of this titanic struggle. It al- 
ready seems to them that ~England, 
France, and Russia are fighting for free- 
dom and civilization. It does not fol- 
low that thinking Americans will forget 
the immense services which Germany has 
rendered to civilization during the last 
hundred years, or desire that her power 
to serve letters, science, art, and educa- 
tion should be in the least abridged in 
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the outcome of this war upon which she 
has entered so rashly and selfishly and 
in so barbarous a spirit. Most educated 
Americans hope and believe that by de- 
feating the German barbarousness the 
Allies will only promote the noble Ger- 
man civilization. 

The presence of Russia in the com- 
bination against Germany and Austria- 
Hungary seems to the average American 
an abnormal phenomenon; because Rus- 
sia is itself a military monarchy with 
marked territorial ambitions; and its 
civilization is at a more elementary stage 
than that of France or England; but he 
resists present apprehension on this score 
by recalling that Russia submitted to the 
“ Concert of Europe ” when her victorious 
armies were within seventeen miles of 
Constantinople, that she emancipated her 
serfs, proposed The Hague Conferences, 
initiated the “Duma,” and has lately 
offered—perhaps as war measures only— 
autonomy to her Poles and equal rights 


of citizenship to her Jews. He also can- 
not help believing that a nation which 
has produced such a literature as Russia 
has produced during the last fifty years 
must hold within its multitudinous popu- 
lation a large minority which is seething 
with high aspirations and a fine idealism. 

For the clarification of the public mind 
on the issue involved, it is important that 
the limits of American neutrality should 
be discussed and understood. The action 
of the Government must be neutral in the 
best sense; but American sympathies and 
hopes cannot possibly be neutral, for the 
whole history and present state of Amer- 
ican liberty forbids. For the present, 
thinking Americans can only try to ap- 
preciate the scope and real issues of this 
formidable convulsion, and so be ready to 
seize every opportunity that may present 
itself to further the cause of human free- 
dom, and of peace at last. 

CHARLES W. ELIOT. 
Asticou, Me., Sept. 1, 1914. 


Appreciation from Lord Bryce 


Late Ambassador at Washington from Great Britain; Chief Secretary 
for Ireland, 1905-6; author of “ The American Commonwealth,” and of studies 


in history and biography. 


from your published letter, which 

has just reached us, that you so 

clearly understand the motive and 
feelings with which Great Britain has 
entered on the present war. Neither 
commercial rivalry nor any fancied 
jealousy of Germany’s greatness has led 
us into it, and to the German people our 
people bear no ill-will whatever. Along 
with many others I have worked steadily 
during long years for the maintenance 
of friendship with Germany, admiring 
the splendid gifts of the German race, 
and recognizing their enormous services 
to science, philosophy, and literature. 
We had hoped, as some thoughtful states- 
men in Germany had also hoped, that by 
a cordial feeling between Germany and 
_ Britain the peace of Europe might be 


T has been a great pleasure to see 


secured and something done to bring 
about permanently better relations be- 
tween Germany and her two great neigh- 
bors with whom we found ourselves on 
friendly terms; and we had confidently 
looked to the United States to join with 
us in this task. But the action of the 
German Government in violating the 
neutrality of Belgium when France had 
assured us that she would respect it, the 
invasion of a small State whose neutral- 
ity and independence she and England 
had joined in guaranteeing, evoked in 
this country an almost unanimous senti- 
ment that the faith of treaties and the 
safety of small States must be protected. 
There has been no war for more than a 
century — perhaps two centuries — into 
which the nation has entered with so 
general a belief that its action is justi- 
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fied. We rejoice to be assured that this 
is the general feeling of the people of the 
United States, whose opinion we natural- 
ly value more than we do that of any 
other people. 

Most persons in this country, includ- 
ing all those who work for peace, agree 
with you in deploring the vast arma- 
ments which European States have been 
piling up, and will hope with you that 
after this war they may be reduced—and 
safely reduced—to slender dimensions. 
Their existence is a constant menace to 
peace. They foster that spirit of mili- 
tarism which has brought these horrors 
on the world; for they create in the great 
countries of the Continent a large and 
powerful military and naval caste which 
lives for war, talks and writes incessant- 


ly of war, and glorifies war as a thing 
good in itself. 


It is (as you say) to the peoples that 
we must henceforth look to safeguard 
international concord. They bear the 
miseries of war, they ought to have the 
power to arrest the action of those who 
are hurrying them into it. 


To get rid of secret diplomacy is more 
difficult in Europe than in America, 
whose relations with foreign States are 
fewer and simpler, but what you say 
upon that subject also will find a sym- 
pathetic echo here among the friends of 
freedom and of peace. I am always sin- 
cerely yours, 

JAMES BRYCE. 

Forest Row, Sussex, Sept. 17, 1914. 


A Reply by Dr. Francke 


Professor of the History of German Culture at Harvard University and 
Curator of the Germanic Museum; author of works on German literature. 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 

N his letter of Sept. 1 President Eliot 
expresses the opinion that in the 
present war “ England, France, and 
Russia are fighting for freedom and 

civilization.” And he adds: 


It does not follow that thinking Amef- 
icans will forget the immense services 
which Germany has rendered to civiliza- 
tion during the last hundred years, or 
desire that her power to serve letters, 
science, art, and education should be in 
the least abridged in the outcome of this 
war, upon which she has entered so rashly 
and selfishly and in so barbarous a spirit. 
Most educated Americans hope and be- 
lieve that by defeating the German 
barbarousness the Allies will only promote 
the noble German civilization. 


In other words, German military and 
political power is to be crushed in order 
to set free the German genius for science, 
literature, and art. It is interesting to 
contrast with such views as these the 
following words of Goethe, uttered in 
1813: 


I have often felt a bitter grief at the 
thought of the German people, which is 


so noble individually and so wretched as 
a whole. A comparison of the German 
people with other nations gives us painful 
feelings, which I try to overcome by all 
possible means; and in science and art I 
have found the wings which lift me above 
them. But the comfort which they afford 
is, after all, only a miserable comfort, 
and does not make up for the proud con- 
sciousness of belonging to a nation strong, 
respected, and feared. However, I am 
comforted by the thought of Germany’s 
future. Yes, the German people has a 
future. The destiny of the Germans is not 
yet fulfilled. The time, the right time, 
no human eye can foresee, nor can human 
power hasten it on. To us individuals, 
meanwhile, is it given, to every one ac- 
cording to his talents, his inclinations, and 
his position, to increase, to strengthen, 
and to spread national culture. In order 
that in this respect, at least, Germany 
may be ahead of other nations and that 
the national spirit, instead of bein® stifled 
and discouraged, may be kept alive and 
hopeful and ready to rise in all its might 
when the day of glory dawns. 


If I am not mistaken, these words of 
Germany’s greatest poet express accu- 
rately what the German people during 
the last hundred years has been striving 
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for—national culture and national pre- 
eminence in every field of human activ- 
ity. To advocate the reduction of Ger- 
many to a land of isolated scientists, 
poets, artists, and educators is tanta- 


mount to a call for the destruction of the 
German Nation. 


KUNO FRANCKE, 
Harvard University, Sept. 5, 1914. 


DR. ELIOT’S SECOND LETTER. 


The Stout and Warlike Breed 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 
To is nothing new in the ob- 
session of the principal Euro- 
pean nations that, in order to 
be great and successful in the 
world as it is, they must possess mili- 
tary power available for instant aggres- 
sion on weak nations, as well as for 
effective defense against strong ones: 
When Sir Francis Bacon wrote his 
essay on “The True Greatness of King- 
doms and Estates” he remarked that 
forts, arsenals, goodly races of horses, 
armaments, and the like would all be use- 
less “except the breed and disposition 
of the people be stout and warlike.” He 
denied that money is the sinews of war, 
giving preference to the sinews of men’s 
arms, and quoted Solon’s remark to 
Croesus, “Sir, if any other come that 
hath better iron than you, he will be mas- 


ter of all this gold ”—a truly Bismarck-. 


ian proposition. Indeed, Sir Francis Ba- 
con says explicitly “that the principal 
point of greatness in any State is to 
have a race of military men.” 

Goethe, reflecting on the wretchedness 
of the German people as a whole, found 
no comfort in the German genius for sci- 
ence, literature, and art, or only a miser- 
able comfort which “does not make up 
for the proud consciousness of belonging 
to a nation strong, respected, and feared.” 
Because Germany in his time was weak 
in the military sense, he could write: 
“T have often felt a bitter grief at the 
thought of the German people, which is 
so noble individually, and so wretched as 
a whole”; and he longed for the day 

_when the national spirit, kept alive and 


hopeful, should be “ready to rise in al) 
its might when the day of glory dawns.” 

“The day of glory ” was to be the day 
of military power. Carlyle said of Ger- 
many and France in November, 1870, 
“that noble, patient, deep, pious, and 
solid Germany should be at length welded 
into a nation, and become Queen of the 
Continent, instead of vaporing, vain- 
glorious, gesticulating, quarrelsome, rest- 
less, and oversensitive France, seems to 
me that hopefulest public fact that has 
occurred in my time.” How did Germany 
attain to this position of “ Queen of the 
Continent ”? By creating and maintain- 
ing, with utmost intelligence and skill, 
the strongest army in Europe—an army 
which within six years had been used suc- 
cessfully against Denmark, Austria, and 
France. Germany became “Queen” by 
virtue of her military power. 

In the same paper Carlyle said of the 
French Revolution, of which he was him- 
self the great portrayer: “I often call 
that a celestial infernal phenomenon, the 
most memorable in our world for a 
thousand years; on the whole, a trans- 
cendent revolt against the devil and his 
works, (since shams are all and sundry 
of the devil, and poisonous and unendur- 
able to.man.) ” Now, the French Revo- 
lution was an extraordinary outbreak of 
passionate feeling and physical violence 
on the part of the French Nation, both at 
home and abroad; and it led on to the 
Napoleonic wars, which were tremendous 
physical struggles for mastery in Eu- 
rope. 

In a recent public statement two lead- 
ing philosophical writers of modern Ger- 
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many, Profs. Eucken and Haeckel, de- 
nounce the “brutal national egoism” 
of England, which they say “ recognizes 
no rights on the part of others, and, 
unconcerned about morality or un- 
morality, pursues only its own advan- 
tage”; and they attribute to England 
the purpose to hinder at any cost the 
further growth of German greatness. 
But what are the elements of that Ger- 
man greatness which England is deter- 
mined to arrest by joining France and 
Russia in war against Germany and 
Austria-Hungary? The three elements 
of recent German greatness are the ex- 
tension of her territory; contiguous ter- 
ritories in Europe and in other conti- 
nents colonial possessions; the enlarge- 
ment of German commerce and wealth, 
and to these ends the firm establish- 
ment of her military supremacy in Eu- 
rope. These are the ideas on the true 
greatness of nations which have pre- 
vailed in the ruling oligarchy of Ger- 
many ior ai least sixty years, and now 
seem to have been accepted, or acqui- 
esced in, by the whole German people. 
In this view, the foundation of national 
greatness is fighting power. 


This conception of national greatness 
has prevailed at many different epochs— 
Macedonian, Roman, Saracen, Spanish, 
English, and French—and, indeed, has 
appeared from time to time in almost 
all the nations and tribes of the earth; 
but the civilized world is now looking 
for better foundations of national great- 
ness than force and fighting. 


The partial successes of democracy in 
Europe have much increased the evils of 
war. Sir Francis Bacon looked for a 
fighting class; under the feudal system 
when a Baron went to war he took with 
him his vassals, or that portion of them 
that could be spared from the fields at 
home. Universal conscription is a mod- 
ern invention, the horrors of which, as 
now exhibited in Germany, Austria-Hun- 
gary, and France, much exceed those of 
earlier martial methods. There has never 
been such an interruption of agricultural 
and industrial production, or such a rend- 
ing of family ties in consequence of war 
as is now taking place in the greater part 


of Europe. Moreover, mankind has never 
before had the use of such destructive im- 
plements as the machine gun, the tor- 
pedo, and the dynamite bomb. The prog- 
ress of science has much increased the po- 
tential destructiveness of warfare. 


Thinking people in all the civilized 
countries are asking themselves what 
the fundamental trouble with civiliza- 
tion is, and where to look for means of 
escape from the present intolerable con- 
ditions. Christianity in nineteen centu- 
ries has afforded no relief. The so- 
called mitigations of war are compara- 
tively trivial. The recent Balkan wars 
were as ferocious as those of Alexander. 
The German aviators drop aimless bombs 
at night into cities occupied chiefly by 
non-combatants. The North Sea is strewn 
with floating mines which may destroy 
fishing, freight, or passenger vessels of 
any nation, neutral or belligerent, which 
have business on that sea. The ruthless 
destruction of the Louvain Library by 
German soldiers reminds people who have 
read history that the destroyers of the 
Alexandria Library have ever since been 
called fanatics and barbarians. The Ger- 
man Army tries to compel unfortified 
Belgian cities and towns to pay huge ran- 
soms to save themselves from destruc- 
tion—a method which the Barbary States, 
indeed, were accustomed to use against 
their Christian neighbors, but which has 
long been held to be a method appropriate 
only for brigands and pirates—Greek, 
Sicilian, Syrian, or Chinese. 

What Is Wrong with Civilization? 

How can it be that the Government of 
a civilized State commits, or permits in 
its agents, such barbarities? The funda- 
mental reason seems to be that most of 
the European nations still believe that 
national greatness depends on the pos- 
session and brutal use of force, and is to 
be maintained and magnified only by 
military and naval power. oe 

In North America there are two large 
communities—heretofore inspired chief- 
ly by ideals of English origin—which 
have never maintained conscripted 
armies, and have never fortified against 
each other their long frontier—Canada 
and the United States. Both may fairly 


be called great peoples even now; and 
both give ample promise for the future. 
Neither of these peoples lacks the “ stout 
and warlike” quality of which Sir Fran- 
cis Bacon spoke; both have often exhibit- 
ed it. The United States suffered for 
four years from a civil war, character- 
ized by determined fighting in indecisive 
battles, in which the losses, in proportion 
to the number of men engaged, were 
often much heavier than any thus far 
reported from the present battlefields in 
Belgium and France. There being then 
no lack of martial spirit in these two 
peoples, it is an instructive phenomenon 
that power to conquer is not their ideal 
of national greatness. Much the same 
thing may be said of some other self- 
governing constituents of the British 
Empire, such as Australia, New Zealand, 
and South Africa. They, too, have a bet- 
ter ideal of national greatness than that 
of military supremacy. 


What are the real ambitions and hopes 
of the people of the United States and 
the people of Canada in regard to their 
own future? Their expectations of 
greatness certainly are not based on any 
conception of invincible military force, 
or desire for the physical means of en- 
forcing their own will on their neigh- 
bors. They both believe in the free com- 
monwealth, administered justly, and 
with the purpose of securing for each 
individual all the freedom he can exer- 
cise without injury to his neighbors and 
the collective well-being. They desire for 
themselves, each for itself, a strong 
Government, equipped to perform its 
functions with dignity, certainty, and ef- 
ficiency; but they wish to have that Gov- 
ernment under the control of the delib- 
erate public opinion of free citizens, and 
not under the control of any Pretorian 
Guard, Oligarchic Council, or General 
Staff, and they insist that the civil au- 
thority should always control such mili- 
tary and police forces as it may be neces- 
sary to maintain for protective purposes. 


True National Greatness. 
They believe that the chief object of 
government should be the promotion of 
the public welfare by legislative and ad- 
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ministrative means; that the processes 
of government should be open and 
visible, and their results be incessantly 
published for approval or disapproval. 
They believe that a nation becomes great 
through industrial productiveness and 
the resulting internal and external com- 
merce, through the gradual increase of 
comfort and general well-being in the 
population, and through the advancement 
of science, letters, and art. They believe 
that education, free intercourse with 
other nations, and religious enthusiasm 
and toleration are means of national 
greatness, and that in the development 
and use of these means force has no 
place. They attribute national great- 
ness in others, as well as in themselves, 
not to the possession of military force, 
but to the advance of the people in free- 
dom, industry, righteousness, and good- 
will. 

They believe that the ideals of fight- 
ing power and domination should be re- 
placed Ly the ideals of peaceful com- 
petition in production and trade, of gen- 
in education, scientific 
discovery, and the fine arts, of co- 
operation for mutual benefit among 
nations different in size, natural abili- 
ties, and material resources, and of fed- 
eration among nations associated geo- 
graphically or historically, or united in 
the pursuit of some common ends and in 
the cherishing of like hopes and aspira- 
tions. They think that the peace of the 
world can be best promoted by solemn 
public compacts between peoples—not 
Princes or Cabinets—compacts made to 
be kept, strengthened by mutual services 
and good offices, and watched over by 
a permanent International Judicial Tri- 
bunal authorized to call on the affiliated 
nations for whatever force may be nec- 
essary to induce obedience to its decrees. 

Will not the civilized world learn from 
this horrible European war—the legiti- 
mate result of the policies of Bismarck 
and his assoviates and disciples—that 
these democratic ideals constitute the 
rational substitute for the imperialistic 
ideal of fighting force as the foundation 
of national greatness? The new ideals 
will still need the protection and support, 
both within and without each nation, of 
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a restrained public force, acting under 
Jaw, national and international, just as 
a sane mind needs as its agent a sound 
and strong body. Health and vigor will 


continue to be the safeguards of 
morality, justice, and mercy. 
CHARLES W. ELIOT. 
Asticou, Me., Sept. 14, 1914. 


DR. ELIOT’S THIRD LETTER. 


Why Is America Anti-German? 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 
HE numerous pamphlets which 
| German writers are now dis- 
tributing in the United States, 
and the many letters about the 
European war which Americans are now 
receiving from German and German- 
American friends, are convincing 
thoughtful people in this country that 
American public opinion has some weight 
with the German Government and peo- 
ple, or, at least, some interest for them; 
but that the reasons which determine 
American sympathy with the Allies, 
rather than with Germany and Austria- 
Hungary, are not understood in Germany, 
and are not always appreciated by per- 
sons of German birth who have lived long 

in the United States. 

It would be a serious mistake to sup- 
pose that Americans feel any hostility 
or jealousy toward Germany, or fail to 
recognize the immense obligations under 
which she has placed all the rest of the 
world, although they now feel that the 
German Nation has been going wrong in 
theoretical and practical politics for 
more than a hundred years, and is today 
reaping the consequences of her own 
wrong-thinking and wrong-doing. 

There are many important matters 
concerning which American sympathy is 
strongly with Germany: (1) The unifi- 
cation of Germany, which Bismarck and 
his co-workers accomplished, naturally 
commended itself to Americans, whose 
own country is a firm federation of many 
more or less different States, containing 
more or less different peoples; while 
most Americans did not approve Bis- 


marck’s methods and means, they cor- 
dially approved his accomplishment of 
German unification; (2) Americans have 
felt unqualified admiration for the com- 
mercial and financial growth of Ger- 
many during the past forty years, be- 
lieving it to be primarily the fruit of 
well-directed industry and enterprise; 
(3) all educated Americans feel strong 
gratitude to the German Nation for its 
extraordinary achievements in letters, 
science, and education within the last 
hundred years. Jealousy of Germany in 
these matters is absolutely foreign to 
American thought, and that any external 
power or influence should undertake to 
restrict or impair German progress in 
these respects would seem to all Amer- 
icans intolerable, and, indeed, incredible; 
(4) all Americans who have had any 
experience in Governmental or educa- 


tional administration recognize the 
fact that German  administration— 
both in peace and in war—is the 


most efficient in the world, and for 
that efficiency they feel nothing but 
respect and admiration, unless the effi- 
ciency requires an inexpedient suppres- 
sion or restriction of individual liberty; 
(5) Americans sympathize with a unani- 
mous popular sentiment in favor of a 
war which the people believe to be es- 
sential to the greatness, and even the 
safety, of their country—a _ sentiment 
which prompts to family and property 
sacrifices very distressing at the mo- 
ment, and irremediable in the future; 
and they believe that the German peo- 
ple today are inspired by just such an 
overwhelming sentiment. 
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How is it, then, that, with all these 
strong American feelings tending to 
make them sympathize with the German 
people in good times or bad, in peace or 
in war, the whole weight of American 
opinion is on the side of the Allies in the 
present war? The reasons are to be 
found, of course, in the political and 
social history of the American people, 
and in its Governmental philosophy and 
practice today. These reasons have come 
out of the past, and are intrenched in all 
the present ideals and practices of the 
American Commonwealth. They inevita- 
bly lead Americans to object strongly and 
irrevocably to certain German national 
practices of great moment, practices 
‘which are outgrowths of Prussian 
theories, and experiences that have come 
to prevail in Germany during the past 
hundred years. In the hope that Amer- 
ican public opinion about the European 
war may be a little better understood 
abroad it seems worth while to enumerate 
those German practices which do not 
conform to American standards in the 
conduct of public affairs: 

(a) Americans object to the committal 
of a nation to grave measures of foreign 
policy by a permanent Executive—Czar, 
Kaiser, or King—advised in secret by 
professional diplomatists who consider 
themselves the personal representatives 
of their respective sovereigns. The 
American people have no permanent 
Executive, and the profession of di- 
plomacy hardly exists among them. In 
the conduct of their national affairs they 
utterly distrust secrecy, and are accus- 
tomed to demand and secure the utmost 
publicity. 

(b) They object to placing in any 
ruler’s hands the power to order mobil- 
ization or declare war in advance of de- 
liberate consultation with a representa- 
tive assembly, and of co-operative action 
thereby. The fact that German mobiliza- 
tion was ordered three days in advance 
of the meeting of the Reichstag con- 
founds all American ideas and practices 
about the rights of the people and the 
proper limits of Executive authority. 

(c) The secrecy of European diplomatic 
intercourse and of international under- 


standings and terms of alliance in Europe 
is in the view of ordinary Americans not 
only inexpedient, but dangerous and un- 
justifiable. Under the Constitution of 
the United States no treaty negotiated 
by the President and his Cabinet is valid 
until it has been publicly discussed and 
ratified by the Senate. During this dis- 
cussion the people can make their voice 
heard through the press, the telegraph, 
and the telephone. 


(d) The reliance on military force as 
the foundation of true national greatness 
seems to thinking Americans erroneous, 
and in the long run degrading to a 
Christian nation. They conceive that the 
United States may fairly be called a 
great nation; but that its greatness is 
due to intellectual and moral forces act- 
ing through adequate material forces and 
expressed in education, public health and 
order, agriculture, manufacturing, and 
commerce, and the resulting general well- 
being of the people. It has never in all 
its history organized what could-be called 
a standing or a conscripted army; and, 
until twenty years ago, its navy was very 
small, considering the length of its sea 
coasts. There is nothing in the history 
of the American people to make them be- 
lieve that the true greatness of nations 
depends on military power. 


Object to Extension by Force. 


(e) They object to the extension of 
national territory by force, contrary to 
the wishes of the population concerned. 
This objection is the inevitable result of 
democratic institutions; and the Ameri- 
can people have been faithful to this 
democratic opinion under circumstances 
of considerable difficulty—as, for ex- 
ample, in withdrawing from Cuba, the 
rich island which had been occupied by 
American troops during the’ short war 
with Spain, (1898,) and in the refusing 
to intervene by force in Mexico for the 
protection of American investors, when 
that contiguous country was distracted 
by factional fighting. This objection 
applies to long-past acts of the German 
Government as well as to its proceedings 
in the present war—as, for example, 
to the taking of Schleswig-Holstein and 


484 THE NEW YORK TIMES CURRENT HISTORY OF THE WAR 
ee ee 


Alsace-Lorraine, as well as to the pro- 
jected occupation of Belgium. 


(f) Americans object strenuously to 
the violation of treaties between nations 
on the allegation of military necessity 
or for any other reason whatever. They 
believe that the progress of civilization 
will depend in future on the general 
acceptance of the sanctity of contracts 
or solemn agreements between nations 
and on the development by common con- 
sent of international law. The neutrali- 
zation treaties, the arbitration treaties, 
The Hague Conferences, and some of 
the serious attempts at mediation, al- 
though none of them go far enough, and 
many of them have been rudely violated 
on occasion, illustrate a strong tendency 
in the civilized parts of the world to 
prevent international wars by means of 
agreements deliberately made in time of 
peace. The United States has proposed 
and made more of these agreements than 
any other power, has adhered to them, 
and profited by them. Under one such 
agreement, made nearly a hundred years 
ago, Canada and the United States have 
avoided forts and armaments against 
each other, although they have had seri- 
ous differences of opinion and clashes 
of interests, and the frontier is 3,000 
miles long and for the most part without 
natural barriers. Cherishing the hope 
that the peace of Europe and the rights 
of its peoples may be secured through 
solemn compacts, (which should include 
the establishment of a permanent inter- 
national judicial tribunal, supported by 
an international force,) Americans see, 
in the treatment by the German Govern- 
ment of the Belgian neutralization treaty 
as nothing but a piece of paper which 
might be torn up on the ground of mili- 
tary necessity, evidence of the adoption 
by Germany of a retrograde policy of 
the most alarming sort. That single act 
on the part of Germany—the violation 
of the neutral territory of Belgium— 
would have determined American opinion 
in favor of the Allies, if it had stood 
alone by itself—the reason being that 
American hopes for the peace and order 
of the world are based on the sanctity 
of treaties. 


(zg) American public opinion, however, 
has been greatly shocked in other ways 
by the German conduct of the war. The 
American common people see no justifi- 
cation for the dropping of bombs, to 
which no specific aim can be given, into 
cities and towns chiefly inhabited by non- 
combatants, the burning or blowing up 
of large portions of unfortified towns and 
cities, the destruction of precious monu- 
ments and treasuries of art, the strewing 
of floating mines through the North Sea, 
the exacting of ransoms from cities and 
towns under threat of destroying them, 
and the holding of unarmed citizens as 
hostages for the peaceable behavior 
of a large population under threat of 
summary execution of the hostages in 
case of any disorder. ~All these seem 
to Americans unnecessary, inexpedient, 
and unjustifiable methods of warfare, 
sure to breed hatred and contempt 
toward the nation that uses them, and 
therefore to make it difficult for fut- 
ure generations to maintain peace and 
order in Europe. They cannot help 
imagining the losses civilization would 
suffer if the Russians should ever carry 
into Western Europe the kind of war 
which the Germans are now waging in 
Belgium and France. They have sup- 
posed that war was to be waged in this 
century only against public, armed forces 
and their supplies and shelters. 


These opinions and prepossessions on 
the part of the American people have 
obviously grown out of the ideals which 
the early English colonists carried with 
them to the American wilderness in the 
seventeenth century, out of the long 
fighting and public discussion which 
preceded the adoption of the Constitu- 
tion of the. United States in the eight- 
eenth century, and out of the peculiar 
experiences of the free Commonwealths 
which make up the United States, as 
they have spread across the almost un- 
inhabited continent during the past 125 
years. 


The experience and the situation of 
modern Germany have been utterly dif- 
ferent. Germany was divided for cen- 
turies into discordant parts, had am- 


THE ELIOT LETTERS AND CONTROVERSY 


485 


bitious and martial neighbors, and often 
felt the weight of their attacks. Out of 
war came accessions of territory for 
Prussia, and at last German unity. The 
reliance of intelligent and patriotic Ger- 
many on military force as the basis of 
national greatness is a natural result of 
its experiences. Americans, however, be- 
lieve that this reliance is unsound both 
theoretically and practically. The wars 
in Europe since 1870-71, the many threat- 
enings of war, and the present catastrophe 
seem to Americans to demonstrate that 
no amount of military preparedness on 
the part of the nations of Europe can pos- 
sibly keep the peace of the Continent, or 
indeed prevent frequent explosions of 
destructive warfare. They think, too, 
that preparation for war on the part of 
Germany better than any of her neigh- 
bors can make will not keep her at peace 
or protect her from invasion, even if this 
better preparation include advantages of 
detail which have been successfully kept 
secret. All the nations which surround 
Germany are capable of developing a 
strong fighting spirit; and all the coun- 
tries of Europe, except England and 
Russia, possess the means of quickly 
assembling and getting into action great 
bodies of men. In other words, all the 
European States are capable of develop- 
ing a passionate patriotism, and all 
possess the railroads, roads, conveyances, 
telegraphs, and telephones which make 
rapid mobilization possible. No perfec- 
tion of military forces, and no amount of 
previous study of feasible campaigns 
against neighbors, can give peaceful 
security to Germany in the present con- 
dition of the great European States. In 
the actual development of weapons and 
munitions, and of the art of quick in- 
trenching, the attacking force in battle 
on land is at a great disadvantage in 
comparison with the force on the de- 
fensive. That means indecisive battles 
and ultimately an indecisive war, unless 
each party is resolved to push the war to 
the utter exhaustion and humiliation of 
the other—a long process which involves 
incalculable losses and wastes and end- 
less miseries. Americans have always 
before them the memory of their four 


years’ civil war, which, although reso- 
lutely prosecuted on both sides, could not 
be brought to a close until the resources 
of the Southern States in men and ma- 
terial were exhausted. In that dreadful 
process the whole capital of the Southern 
States was wiped out. 


But One Possible Issue. 


Now that the sudden attack on Paris 
has failed, and adequate time has been 
secured to summon the slower-moving 
forces of Russia and England, and these 
two resolute and persistent peoples have 
decided to use all their spiritual and 
material forces in co-operation with 
France against Germany, thoughtful 
Americans can see but one possible is- 
sue of the struggle, whether it be long or 
short, namely, the defeat of Germany 
and Austria-Hungary in their present 
undertakings, and the abandonment by 
both peoples of the doctrine that their 
salvation depends on militarism and the 
maintenance of autocratic Executives in- 
trusted with the power and the means 
to make sudden war. They believe that 
no human being should ever be trusted 
with such power. The alternative is, of 
course, genuine constitutional govern- 
ment, with the military power subject 
to the civil power. 


The American people grieve over the 
fruitless sacrifices of life, property, and 
the natural human joys which the Ger- 
man people are making to a wrong and 
impossible ideal of national power and 
welfare. The sacrifices which Germany 
is imposing on the Allies are fearfully 
heavy, but there is reason to hope that 
these will not be fruitless, for out of 
them may come great gains for liberty 
and peace in Europe. 


All experienced readers on this side of 
the Atlantic are well aware that nine- 
tenths of all the reports they get about 
the war come from English and French 
sources, and this knowledge makes them 
careful not to form judgments about de- 
tails until the events and deeds tell their 
own story. They cannot even tell to 
which side victory inclines in a long, 
far-extended battle until recognizable 
changes in the positions of the combat- 
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ants show what the successes or fail- 
ures must have been. The English and 
French win some advantage so far as 
the formation of public opinion in this 
country is concerned, because those two 
Governments send hither official reports 
on current events more frequently than 
the German- Government does, and with 
more corroborative details. The amount 
of secrecy with which the campaign is 
surrounded on both sides is, however, a 
new and unwelcome experience for both 
the English and the American public. 


German Ignorance of Events. 


The pamphlets by German publicists 
and men of letters which are now com- 
ing to this country, and the various 
similar publications written here, seem 
to indicate that the German public is 
still kept by its Government in ignorance 
about the real antecedents of the war 
and about many of the incidents and as- 
pects of the portentous combat. These 
documents seem to Americans to contain 
a large amount of misinformation about 
the attack of Austria-Hungary on Ser- 
via, the diplomatic negotiations and the 
correspondence between the sovereigns 
which immediately preceded the war, and 
the state of mind of the Belgian and 
English peoples. American believers in 
the good sense and good feeling of the 
common people naturally imagine, when 
an awful calamity befalls a nation, that 
the people cannot have been warned of 
its approach, else they would have avoid- 
ed it. In this case they fear that the 
Emperor, the Chancellery, and the Gen- 
eral Staff have themselves been misin- 
formed in important respects, have made 
serious miscalculations which they are 
proposing to conceal as long as possible, 
and are not taking the common people 
into their confidence. American sympa- 
thies are with the German people in their 
sufferings and losses, but not with their 
rulers, or with the military class, or with 
the professors and men of letters who 


have been teaching for more than a 
generation that might makes right. 
That short phrase contains the funda- 
mental fallacy which for fifty years has 
been poisoning the springs of German 
thought and German policy on public 
affairs. 


Dread of the Muscovite does not seem 
to Americans a reasonable explanation 
of the present actions of Germany and 
Austria-Hungary, except so far as ir- 
rational panic can be said to be an ex- 
planation. Against possible, though not 
probable, Russian aggression, a firm de- 
fensive alliance of all Western Europe 
would be a much better protection than 
the single might of Germany. It were 
easy to imagine also two new “ buffer ” 
States—a recenstructed Poland and a 
Balkan Confederation. _As to French 
“revenge,” it is the inevitable and 
praiseworthy ccnsequence of Germany’s 
treatment of France in 1870-71. The 
great success of Germany in expanding 
her commerce during the last thirty 
years makes it hard for Americans to 
understand the hot indignation of the 
Germans against the British because of 
whatever ineffective opposition Great 
Britain may have offered to that ex- 
pansion. No amount of commercial 
selfishness on the part of insular Eng- 
land can justify Germany in attempt- 
ing to seize supreme power in Europe 
and thence, perhaps, in the world. 


Finally, Americans hope and expect 
that there will be no such fatal issue of 
the present struggle as the destruction 
or ruin of the German Nation. On the 
contrary, they believe that Germany will 
be freer, happier, and greater than ever 
when once she has got rid of the mon- 
strous Bismarck policies and the Em- 
peror’s archaic conception of his func- 
tion, and has enjoyed twenty years of 
real peace. Your obedient servant, 

CHARLES W. ELIOT. 

Asticou, Me., Sept. 28, 1914. 


Dr. Dernburg’s Reply to the Third Letter 


Late German Secretary of State for the Colonies; lived for several years 
in the United States as member of the banking firm of Ladenburg, Thalmann 


& Co., New York. 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 


ROF. ELIOT is conferring a great 
P favor on the exponents of the 
German side in the present 
struggle in explaining to them 
what he thinks of the so-called anti- 
German feeling in the United States. I 
am sure his views will be read also in 
Germany with a great deal of attention, 
although he will certainly not remain 
unchallenged in nearly all essential 
points. The compliment that Prof. Eliot 
pays to the German pepole as a whole 
must be specially appreciated, the more 
so as it comes from a scientist whose 
great authority is equally recognized on 
both sides of the Atlantic. 


The anti-German feeling, according to 
Prof. Eliot, takes its source from the 
American objection to the committal of 
a nation to grave mistakes by a per- 
manent Executive. But then, with the 
exception of France, all the warring na- 
tions have permanent Executives, profes- 
sional diplomatists; all their affairs are 
conducted in secret, and all their rulers 
have the power, including the President 
of France, to embroil their nations in 
war. The German Emperor is in this 
respect certainly more restricted than 
the other heads- of State, and I have not 
read that the declaration of war has been 
expressly sanctioned by the English Par- 
liament, and certainly the mobilization of 
the English fleet that took place in July, 
and the mobilization of the Russian Army 
that took place at the same time, have 
not even been brought to the knowledge 
of the respective Parliaments. When, 
therefore, the same conditions prevail in 
all the warring States, how can they be 
made the reason for such an anti-Ger- 
man feeling? 

The same objection holds good with 
the American antipathy against the 
power of rulers to order mobilization or 
_ declare war in advance without consulta- 


tion of Parliament, to which I have only 
to say that the English fleet was mobil- 
ized without consulting the English Par- 
liament, while in Germany the Bundesrat, 
the representatives of the Federal States, 
as well as of the Federal Diets, has been 
duly consulted. I may add that also the 
party leaders of the Reichstag, which 
could not be convoked earlier than two 
days after the declaration of the war, 
have been continuously informed and 
consulted. 

Against the next paragraph, where 
Prof. Eliot complains of the secrecy of 
European diplomacy and of interna- 
tional treaties and understandings, the 
same objection must be made. The state 
described here as particular to Germany 
prevails in all European countries, and 
neither the treaty of the Russian-French 
alliance, nor the arrangements of the 
Triple Entente have ever been submitted 
to the French or British Parliaments. As 
regards the American attitude toward 
armaments, I purposely refrain from ad- 
ducing the American example into my 
argument, much as I could show that 
with a very large part of the American 
Nation the idea of defending the Ameri- 
can coast against any invader and the 
maintenance of a strong Pan-American 
policy, if need be by arms, is just as 
fixed a tenet as the German idea that 
the Fatherland should be held safe from 
invasion or destruction by the will and 
the strength of its people. England has 
always held the same, if not through her 
army so through her navy, and so did 
the rest of Europe; and there is no argu- 
ment to be gotten from that for an anti- 
German feeling. 

No Seizure of Schleswig-Holstein. 

Americans object to the extension of 
territory by force. Germany has never 
done that, even if one goes back as 
far as Prof. Eliot wishes to go. Mr. 
Eliot is absolutely mistaken as to the 
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history of the incorporation of Schles- 
wig-Holstein into Prussia. Schleswig- 
Holstein was a Dual-Dukedom that never 
belonged to Denmark, but having as its 
Duke the King of Denmark as long as 
he belonged to the elder line of the House 
of Oldenburg. This elder line was ex- 
tinct when King Christian VIII. died 
without male issue. His successor 
wanted to incorporate the two German 
Dukedoms into Denmark. Then the peo- 
ple stood up and expressed the desire to 
remain with the German Federation, to 
which it had always belonged, and there 
it is now, of its own free will. The nat- 
ural dividing line between Denmark and 
Germany, however, is the River Hider. 
There are about 30,000 Danes south of 
the Eider, who have been absorbed 
against their will, a thing that can never 
be avoided, and that has sometimes given 
Prussia a little trouble. 


Alsace-Lorraine Originally German. 


As to Alsace-Lorraine, the facts are 
known to be that it had belonged to Ger- 
many until it had been taken, against 
the will of the people, by France under 
Louis XIV., and it was returned to Ger- 
many as a matter of right, more than 
three-quarters of the population being of 
German descent and speaking the Ger- 
man language. 


But let me ask in return, Mr. Eliot, 
when did ever in her political career 
England consult the will of the people 
when she took a country? Can he say 
that, when England tore the treaty of 
Majuba Hill, like a “scrap of paper,” 
and made war on the Boers? Did she 
consult the pecple of Cyprus in 1878? 
Does he know of any plébiscite in India? 
Has she consulted the Persians, or has 
France consulted the people of Morocco, 
or of Indo-China, Italy the people of 
Tripoli? Since Germany has not acted 
here in any other way forty years ago 
than all the other nations, why does Dr. 
Eliot consider the American people jus- 
tified in taking anti-German views for 
reasons of such an old date, while he 
forgives the nations of the party he 
favors for much more recent infringe- 
ment of his rule? 


“ Americans object to the violation of 


treaties.” So do the Germans. We have 
always kept our treaties, and mean to 
do so in the future. The fact with Bel- 
gium is that her neutrality was very one- 
sided; that, as can be proved, as early 
as the 25th of June, Liége was full of 
French soldiers, that Belgian fortifica- 
tions were all directed against Germany, 
and that for years past it was the Bel- 
gian press that outdid the French press 
in attacks against Germany. But I can 
give Mr. Eliot here some authority that 
he has so far not challenged. When Sir 
Edward Grey presented the English case 
in the House of Commons on the 3d 
of August he declared that the British 
attitude was laid down by the British 
Government in 1870, and he verbally 
cited Mr. Gladstone’s speech, in which 
he said he coud not subscribe to the 
assertion that the simple fact of the 
existence of a guarantee was binding on 
every party, irrespective altogether of 
the particular position in which it may 
find itself at the time when the occa- 
sion for acting on the guarantee arises. 
He called that assertion a “stringent 
and impracticable’ view of the guar- 
antee and the whole treaty a “compli- 
cated question.” So Mr. Gladstone, and 
with him Sir Edward Grey, has held the 
Belgian neutrality treaty not binding on 
every party, when it was against the 
interest ~which the particular situation 
dictated, when the war broke out. It 
was the interest of Great Britain to 
maintain the treaty, and that is why she 
acted. It was against German interest 
to maintain the treaty, and that is why 
she broke it. That is the British and not 
the German theory, and I could very well 
rest my case here. My theory is with 
the German Chancellor, that I greatly 
regret the necessity of violating the Bel- 
gian neutrality, after Belgium had chosen 
to repel the German overtures for a free 
passage. 

It is quite certain that the breath of the 
Belgian neutrality by Germany was used 
in Great Britain as-a powerful instru- 
ment to influence the public sentiment. 
Every war must be borne by national 
unity, and it is the duty of the nation’s 
leaders to secure such unity by all prac- 
ticable means. But has it been forgotten 
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that the attitude of Sir Edward Grey 
caused such excellent men as Lord Mor- 
ley, John Burns, and Sir John Trevelyan 
to leave the Cabinet, where they were 
looked upon as the best and most liberal 
members of the ruling combination? 
Bernard Shaw says of Great Britain that 
she has never been at a loss for an 
effective moral attitude. “Such an atti- 
tude is a powerful weapon in diplomatical 
and actual warfare, and it must be 
resorted to, if the necessity arises. But 
that cannot blind us to the fact that the 
British Government allowed the political 
interest to be the paramount considera- 
tion in this Belgian neutrality matter. 
The German interest for not acting on 
the guarantee was just as strong as the 
English to act for it. 


The proof is found in the English 
“White Paper.” I cite the famous re- 
print of THE TimEs, (Dispatch No. 148 
of Aug. 2 to Paris.) Here Sir Edward 
Grey says: “ We were considering * * * 
whether we should declare violation of 
Belgian neutrality to be a casus belli.” 


“Treaties Must Not Be Overrated.” 


I am an ardent believer in all interna- 
tional arrangements to prevent difficul- 
ties and wars between nations, and I 
rejoice with the American people in the 
signal success this policy is now having 
in this country. But international treaties 
must not be overrated. There are ques- 
tions which cannot be settled by them. It 
is too difficult to explain just the nature 
of such situations as arose in Europe, so 
I may be permitted for once to ask this 
question: Does Prof. Eliot believe that 
the majority of the American people 
think that the unwritten Monroe Doctrine 
could be made the subject of arbitration, 
whether it had a right to exist or to be 
enforced? I must emphatically say, No, 
it could not. It can be as little arbitrated 
upon as a matter of religion or of per- 
sonal morals. 


Mr. Eliot thinks a happy result of the 
war would be that American institutions 
should prevail in Germany thereafter. 
Why should Germany only become a 
' representative republic? Does he not de- 
mand the same regarding Russia, Eng- 


land, Italy, Austria, and Japan? And if 
not, why not? 

From all this I fail to see the point in 
the reasons given by Prof. Eliot why fair- 
minded Americans should side with the 
Allies because the objections made 
against German procedure, down to the 
breach of the Belgian neutrality, must 
be made against all other European 
States. British history is just teeming 
with examples of broken treaties and 
torn “scraps of paper.” The chasing of 
German diplomatic representatives out of 
neutral Egypt is a case in point. 

I must insist that whatever anti-Ger- 
man feeling there is is not fully explained 
by Prof. Eliot, and his article cannot be 
made a code by which German behavior 
could be regulated in the future. Prof. 
Eliot is a scholar; business interests do 
not come very near him. So he is espe- 
cially concerned with the ethical aspect 
of the matter. He believes the Germans 
think that “might is right.” This is 
very unjust. Our history proves that we 
have never acted on this principle. We 
have never got or attempted to get a 
world empire such as England has won, 
all of which, with a very few exceptions, 
by might, by war, and by conquest. The 
German writers who have expounded this 
doctrine have only shown how the large 
world empires of England and France 
were welded together, what means have 
been adopted for that purpose, and 
against what sort of political doctrines 
we must beware. 


Our Sympathy for the Under Dog. 

As Dr. Eliot makes his remarks for 
the benefit of his German confréres, may 
I be permitted to say to them what I con- 
sider the reason for the American atti- 
tude? There is, in the first place, the 
ethical side. Americans have a very 
strong sense of generosity, and are, as a 
rule, very good sports. They think 
Belgium a small nation, brutally attacked 
by a much bigger fellow; they feel that 
the little man stands up bravely and 
gamely, and fights for all he is -worth. 
Such a situation will always command 
American sympathy and antagonism 
against the stronger. Then there is the 
business side. Americans feel that this 
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war is endangering their political and 
commercial interests, so they are natur- 
ally angry against the people who, they 
believe, have brought the war about. 

As Germany has not had an oppor- 
tunity to make herself heard as amply 
as her adversaries, they think that it 
was Germany which set the world afire, 
and that is what they resent, and in 
which they were justified, if it were 
true. But the question of the hour is 
not the question of the past, but of the 
present and of the future, and the peo- 
ple on this side who will give Germany 
fair play because it is just in them will 
examine the situation in the light of 
their interests. Then they will find that 
Belgium had been in league with the 
Allies long before the conflagration broke 
out, only to be left to its own resources 
when the critical hour arose. They will 
further find that it is not Germany but 
England and her allies that are throt- 
tling commerce, maiming cables, stop- 


ping mails, and breaking neutrality and 
other treaties to further their aims; that, 
finally, today England has established a 
world rule on the sea to which even 
America must submit. They will then 
soon come to the conclusion that, no mat- 
ter what happened in the past, the peace 
of the world can only be assured by a 
good understanding between Germany 
and the United States as a sort of coun- 
terbalance against the unmeasured 
aggrandizement of English sea power. 
Then the feeling toward Germany will 
be considerably better, and I may add 
that even now it is not so very bad 
after all. 

I make these remarks with due respect 
to Prof. Eliot and his views, and with 
great reluctance for being compelled to 
enter the field against a personality 
whose undoubted superiority I wish to 
be the first’ to acknowledge. 


BERNHARD DERNBURG. 
New York, Oct. 4, 1914. 


Dr. Jordan’s Reply to Dr. Dernburg 


Daniel Jordan is Assistant Professor of Roman Languages and Litera- 


ture at Columbia University. 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 

RESIDENT ELIOT is as fair a 
P judge of the present European 
situation as can be found any- 
where, and is well qualified to 
explain the almost unanimous attitude of 
thoughtful Americans in regard to Ger- 
many. Dr. Dernburg, on the other hand, 
has been officially sent from Germany 
to expound the German official version; 
both his point of view and his treatment 

of facts are essentially un-American. 
He says: “ Americans object to the 
extension of territory by force. Ger- 
many has never done that.” Apparently 
he believes that the Poles asked Prussia 
to become her subjects. The facts are 
that they have fought and begged for 
autonomy for nearly 150 years, and that 
at the present time high German officials 
are members of the Anti-Polish League. 


Dr. Dernburg, when he comes to 
Schleswig-Holstein, states that 30,000 
Danes south of the Hider River (this is 
in Holstein) have been absorbed against 
their will, “a thing that can never be 
avoided, and that has sometimes given 
Prussia a little trouble.’ But what 
about the Danes north of the Eider 
River? Schleswig and Holstein are 
really two provinces. Holstein is Ger- 
man, but the northern part of Schleswig, 
north of Fiensburg, is inhabited by 
Danes who are longing to join Denmark 
and who number about 200,000. Article 5 
of the Treaty of Prague, signed on Aug. 
23, 1866, after Sadowa, between Prussia 
and Austria, states that the inhabitants 
of Northern Schleswig shall be given a 
chance to join Denmark, “if they should 
so express the desire by a free vote.” 
Prussia has not respected this solemn 
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promise any more than former promises 
concerning Schleswig. The frequently 
renewed protests of the annexed Danes 
have remained unanswered. The best 
proof that Prussia’s title to Danish 
Schleswig was not considered as very 
substantial is that in October, 1878, 
Prussia finally obtained from Austria 
the annulment of Article 5 of the Treaty 
of Prague, which dealt with the taking 
of a plébiscite in Danish Schleswig. 

To decide the fate of a province with- 
out consulting the inhabitants seems 
perfectly natural to German Kultur, but 
to Americans it is not; the days of 
slavery have gone, and wherever slavery 
Still exists it is time to make a change. 
- As to Alsace-Lorraine, says Dr. Dern- 
burg, “the facts are known that it had 
belonged to Germany until it was taken 
by Louis XIV., against the will of the 
people, and that it was returned to Ger- 
many as a matter of right.” Such an 
argument is mediaeval, and it might just 
as well be argued that Germany should 
now belong to France, because Germany 
was once conquered, civilized, and or- 
ganized by. inhabitants of France, led by 
their Frankish King. And it is not sure 
that in 1648 Alsace was not glad to be- 
come French, because Louis XIV., by the 
Treaty of Westphalia, then granted per- 
fect religious freedom to the Alsatians, 
who, unlike their neighbors, lived ever 
since without fear of religious persecu- 
tions. Lorraine itself was not annexed 
by Louis XIV., nor by force, as it was 
peacefully united to France at the death 
of Stanislas, father of the Queen of 
France, Marie-Lesinzka. As for the in- 
habitants of Metz, they were considered 
long ago as French. Metz was annexed 
to France in 1552, with the full consent 
of the then allies of the French King, 
Henri II., the German Princes, who rec- 
ognized by the Treaty of Cateau-Cam- 
bresis, (1559,) that Metz, Toul, and Ver- 
dun were French cities, and could not be 
considered as a part of the German Con- 
federation. So there were at one time 


German Princes who accepted the dogma 
of the consent of the governed! | 

Attacking the record of England in 
order to defend the record of Germany, 
as Dr. Dernburg does, is no justification 
for the necessary German aggression of 
today. Even granting that the English 
record is poor, which is a matter open 
to discussion, two wrongs would not make - 
things right. 

Dr. Dernburg also compares the policy 
of aggrandizement of Germany in Schles- 
wig, Alsace, &c., with that of other coun- 
tries in Morocco, Tripoli, &c. Even school 
children know that two things which are 
entirely unlike must not be compared. 
Northern Africa had too long been a den 
of pirates and brigands, and Latin Eu- 
rope has rendered an immense service to 
the world in establishing order there. 
Algeria has been conquered in the same 
way as Morocco is now being conquered, 
and her natives enjoy more genuine lib- 
erty than they ever did before; they are 
even willing to fight as volunteers for 
the country they consider now as their 
own. Neither Danish Schleswig nor 
Alsace-Lorraine, which were as civilized 
as any other European country when 
they were last annexed, can be compared 
to Morocco any more than to the Phil- 
ippines.- So this comparison made by 
Dr. Dernburg also falls to pieces. 

The case of the German point of view 
is not entirely without hope. In THE 
TIMES of Oct. 5 Dr. Dernburg approves 
the annexation of Holstein because the 
Germans of Holstein wanted to belong to 
Germany. This is a sound conclusion, 
and Dr. Dernburg will doubtless acknowl- 
edge later—better late than never—that 
the Alsatians and the Danish of Schles- 
wig should have had their say, just like 
the Germans of Holstein. It cannot. be 
possible that to him the wish ef the in- 
habitants of a province is the voice of 
God when it suits Germany and the voice 
of the devil when it suits somebody else. 


DANIEL JORDAN. 
Columbia University, Nov. 6, 1914. 


Dr. Irene Sargent’s Reply to Dr. Dernburg 


Professor of the History of Fine Arts, Syracuse University. 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 
we ONTRADICTING Dr. Eliot, Dr. 
Bernhard Dernburg says: 
(e Schleswig-Holstein was a dual 
Dukedom that never belonged 
to Denmark; but, having as its Duke the 
King of Denmark, as long as he belonged 
to the elder line of the house of Olden- 
burg * * * Frederick VII. wanted to 
incorporate the two German Dukedoms 
into Denmark. * * * Then the people 
stood up and expressed the desire to re- 
main with the German Federation. 


Such an assertion is a summary, inac- 
curate, and unfair manner of dealing 
with perhaps the most complex series of 
diplomatic, legal, and racial questions 
that arose in the nineteenth century. It 
would appear from the best evidence 
that Schleswig was indissolubly united 
with the Crown of Denmark. To main- 
tain this principle Christian VIII. in 
1846 issued letters patent declaring that 
the royal line of succession (female) 
was in full force, as far as Schleswig 
was concerned. As to Holstein, the King 
stated that he was prevented from giv- 
ing an equally clear decision, and the 
reason of his hesitation lay in the as- 
sumption that the law of the Salic Saxons 
excluding women from the throne would 
naturally prevail in Holstein, where the 
Germans, their customs, and their lan- 
guage were dominant. Two years later, 
Prussia sought to restore her prestige, 
lost in the Revolution of 1848, by send- 
ing troops into the Duchies in order to 
enforce the principle that this territory 
constituted two independent and indivis- 
ible States, the government of which 
was hereditary in the male line alone. 
The Prussian troops were afterward 
withdrawn by the hesitating Frederic 
William, and there followed a succession 
of protocols, constitutions, and compacts 
until the time of Bismarck, who, in his 
“ Reflections,” Volume II., Page 10, in 
writing of the Duchies, acknowledges: 


“From the beginning I kept annexation 
steadily before my eyes.” 


The master of statecraft conquered. 
But did the people “stand up and ex- 
press their desire to remain with the 
German Federation,” as Dr. Dernburg 
asserts ? 


If his assertion be true, why were the 
Danish “optants” subjected to domi- 
ciliary visits, perquisitions, arrest, and 
expulsion? And why—only to mention 
one instance of espionage—did the Prus- 
sian police confiscate the issue of a 
Danish newspaper published in Schleswig 
because it contained a reference to that 
Duchy under its historic name of South 
Jutland? 


The truth stands that the whole 
Schleswig-Holstein question is one that 
involves the modern principle of “na- 
tionality,” and, as such, enters of neces- 
sity into the present European crisis. It 
is broadly understood by Dr. Eliot and 
willfully. misapprehended by his critic. 


Passing on to consider Alsace-Lor- 
raine, Dr. Dernburg declares that “ it 
had belonged to Germany until it was 
taken, against the will of the people, 
under Louis XIV.” 


In this statement, as in the treatment 
of the previous question, facts are mu- 
tilated and wrong impressions are given. 
Alsace, it is well known, was included 
within the confines of ancient Gaul, its 
original population was Celtic, and it 
passed, late in the fifth Christian cen- 
tury, under the rule of the Franks, one 
of whose chieftains, Clovis, became the 
founder of the first. French monarchy. 
In dealing with its later history Dr. 
Dernburg confuses the Holy Roman (Ger- 
manic) Empire with Germany, considered 
in its modern sense. He appears to for- 
get that the reign of Louis XIV. was an 
age of absolutism and not of plébiscites. 
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He also ignores that the most strenuous 
efforts on the part of Germany to stran- 
gle the French nationality and language 
in the imperial territory (Alsace-Lor- 
raine) have proved useless, although they 


have been exerted constantly for almost 
a half century. 
IRENE SARGENT, 
Professor of the History of Fine Arts. 
Syracuse University, Nov. 3, 1914. 


DR. ELIOT’S FOURTH LETTER. 


Germany and World Empire 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 
ACH one of the principal combat- 
k ants in Europe seems to be 
anxious to prove that it is not 
responsible for this  cruelest, 
most extensive, and most destructive of 
all wars. Each Government involved has 
published the correspondence between‘its 
Chief Executive and other Chief Execu- 
tives, and between its Chancellery or 
Foreign Office and the equivalent bodies 
in the other nations that have gone to 
war, and has been at pains to give a wide 
circulation to these documents. To be 
sure, none of these Government publica- 
tions seems to be absolutely complete. 
There seems to be in all of them sup- 
pressions or omissions which only the 
future historian will be able to report— 
perhaps after many years. They reveal, 
however, the dilapidated state of the 
Concert of Europe in July, 1914, and the 
flurry in the~European Chancelleries 
which the ultimatum sent by Austria- 
Hungary to Servia produced. They also 
testify to the existence of a new and 
influential public opinion, about war and 
peace, to which nations that go to war 
think it desirable to appeal for justifica- 
tion or moral support. 

These publications have been read with 
intense interest by impartial observers in 
all parts of the world, and have in many 
cases determined the direction of the 
readers’ sympathy and good will; and yet 
none of them discloses or deals with the 
real sources of the unprecedented ca- 
lamity. They relate chiefly to the ques- 
. tion who struck the match, and not to 
the questions who provided the magazine 


that exploded, and why did he provide it. 
Grave responsibility, of course, attaches 
to the person who gives the order to mo- 
bilize a national.army or to invade a 
neighbor’s territory; but the real source 
of the resulting horrors is not in such an 
order, but in the Governmental institu- 
tions, political philosophy, and long- 
nurtured passions and purposes cs the 
nation or nations concerned. 


German Desire for World Empire. 


The prime source of the present im- 
mense disaster in Europe is the desire 
on the part of Germany for world em- 
pire, a desire which one European nation 
after another has made its supreme mo- 
tive, and none that has once adopted it 
has ever completely eradicated. Ger- 
many arrived late at this desire, being 
prevented until 1870 from indulging it, 
because of her lack of unity, or rather 
because of being divided since the Thirty 
Years’ War into a large number of sep- 
arate, more or less independent, States. 
When this disease, which has attacked 
one nation after another through all 
historic times, struck Germany it ex- 
hibited in her case a remarkable ma- 
lignity, moving her to expansion in Eu- 
rope by force of arms, and to the seizure 
of areas for colonization in many parts 
of the world. Prussia, indeed, had long 
believed in making her way in Europe 
by fighting, and had repeatedly acted on 
that belief. Shortly before the achieve- 
ment of German unity by Bismarck she 
had obtained by war in 1864 and 1866 
important accessions of territory and 
leadership in all Germany. 
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With this desire for world empire went 
the belief that it was only to be obtained 
by force of arms. Therefore, united 
Germany has labored with utmost intel- 
ligence and energy to prepare the most 
powerful army in the world, and to equip 
it for instant action in the most perfect 
manner which science and eager invasion 
could contrive. To develop this supreme 
military machine universal conscription— 
an outgrowth of the conception of the 
citizens’ army of France during the 
Revolution—was necessary; so that every 
young man in Germany physically com- 
petent to bear arms might receive the 
training of a soldier, whether he wished 
it or not, and remain at the call of the 
Government for military duty during all 
his years of competency, even if he were 
the only son of a widow, or a widower 
with little children, or the sole support 
of a family or other dependents. In 
order to the completeness of this mili- 
tary ideal the army became the nation 
and the nation became the army to a 
degree which had never before been real- 
ized in either the savage or the civilized 
world. This army could be summoned 
and put in play by the Chief Executive 
of the German Nation with no prelimi- 
naries except the consent of the heredi- 
tary heads of the several States which 
united to form the empire in 1870-71 
under the domination of Prussia, the 
Prussian King, become German Emperor, 
being Commander in Chief of the Ger- 
man Army. At the word of the Emperor 
this army can be summoned, collected, 
clothed, equipped and armed, and set in 
motion toward any frontier in a day. 
The German Army was thus made the 
largest in proportion to population, the 
best equipped, and the most mobile in the 
world. The German General Staff stud- 
ied incessantly and thoroughly plans for 
campaigns against all the other principal 
States of Europe, and promptly utilized 
—secretly, whenever secrecy was pos- 
sible—all promising inventions in ex- 
plosives, ordnance, munitions, transpor- 
tation, and sanitation. At the opening 
of 1914 the General Staff believed that 
the German Army was ready for war on 


the instant, and that it possessed some 
significant advantages in fighting—such 
as better implements and better “disci- 
pline—over the armies of the neighboring 
nations. The army could do its part 
toward the attainment of world empire. 
It would prove invincible. 


A Great German Navy. 


The intense desire for colonies, and 
for the spread of. German commerce 
throughout the world, instigated the 
creation of a great German navy, and 
started the race with England in navy 
building. The increase of German wealth, 
and the rapid development of manu- 
factures and commercial sea power after 
1870-71, made it possible-for the empire 
to devote immense sums of money to the 
quick construction of a powerful navy, 
in which the experience and skill of all 
other shipbuilding nations would be ap- 
propriated and improved on. In thus 
pushing her colonization and sea-power 
policy Germany encountered the wide 
domination of Great Britain on the 
oceans; and this encounter bred jealousy, 
suspicion, and distrust on both sides. 
That Germany should have been belated 
in the quest for foreign possessions was 
annoying; but that England and, France 
should have acquired early ample and 
rich territories on other continents, and 
then should resist or obstruct Germany 
when she aspired to make up for lost 
time, was intensely exasperating. Hence 
chronic resentments, and—when the day 
came—probably war. In respect to its 
navy, however, Germany was not ready 
for war at the opening of 1914; and, 
therefore, she did not mean to get into 
war with Great Britain in that year. 
Indeed, she-believed—on incorrect infor- 
mation—that England could not go to 
war in the Summer of 1914. Neither the 
Government nor the educated tlass in 
Germany comprehends the peculiar fea- 
tures of party government as it exists 
in England, France, and the United 
States; and, therefore, the German 
leaders were surprised and grievously 
disappointed at the sudden popular de- 
termination of Great Britain and Ireland 
to lay aside party strife and take stren- 
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uous part in the general European con- 
flict. 


The complete preparation of the Ger- 
man Army for sudden war, the authority 
to make war always ready in the hands 
of the German Emperor, and the thor- 
ough studies of the German Staff into 
the most advantageous plans of cam- 
paign against every neighbor, conspired 
to develop a new doctrine of “ military 
necessity ” as the all-sufficient excuse 
for disregarding and violating the con- 
tracts or agreements into which Prussia 
or the new Germany had entered with 
other nations. To gain quickly a military 
advantage in attacking a neighbor came 
to be regarded as proper ground for 
violating any or all international treaties 
and agreements, no matter how solemn 
and comprehensive, how old or how new. 
The demonstration of the insignificance 
or worthlessness of international agree- 
ments in German thought and practice 
was given in the first days of the war 
by the invasion of Belgium, and has been 
continued ever since by violation on the 
part of Germany of numerous agree- 
ments concerning the conduct of war 
into which Germany entered with many 
other nations at the Second Hague Con- 
ference. 

Sanctity of National Contracts. 


This German view of the worthless- 
ness of international agreements was 


not a cause of the present war, because 


it was not fully evident to Europe, al- 
though familiar-and of long standing in 
Germany; but it is a potent reason for 
the continuance of the war by the Allies 
until Germany is defeated; because it is 
plain to all the nations of the world, 
except Germany, Austria-Hungary, and 
Turkey at the moment, that the hopes 
of mankind for the gradual development 
of international order and peace rest 
on the sanctity of contracts between 
nations, and on the development of ade- 
quate sanctions in the administration of 
international law. The new doctrine of 
military necessity affronts all law, and 
is completely and hopelessly barbarous. 

World empire now, as always, is to be 
- won by force—that is, by conquest and 
holding possession. So Assyria, Israel, 


Macedonia, Athens, Rome, Islam, Eng- 
land, and France have successively be- 
lieved and tried to accomplish in prac- 
tice. United Germany has for forty 
years been putting into practice, at home 
and abroad, the doctrine of force as the 
source of all personal and national 
greatness and all worthy human achieve- 
ments. In the support of this doctrine, 
educated Germany has developed and ac- 
cepted the religion of valor and the 
dogma that might makes right. In so 
doing it has rejected with scorn the Chris- 
tian teachings concerning humility and 
meekness, justice and mercy, brother- 
hood and love. The objects of its adora- 
tion have become Strength, Courage, and 
ruthless Will-power; let the weak perish 
and help them to perish; let the gentle, 
meek, and humble submit to the harsh 
and proud; let the shiftless and incapa- 
ble die; the world is for the strong, and 
the strongest shall be ruler. This is a 
religion capable of inspiring its followers 
with zeal and sustained enthusiasm in 
promoting the national welfare at what- 
ever cost to the individual of life, liberty, 
or happiness, and also of lending a reli- 
gious sanction to the extremes of cruelty, 
greed, and hate. It were incredible that 
educated people who have been brought 
u» within earshot of Christian ethics and 
within sight of gentle men and women 
should all be content with the religion- 
of-valor plan. Accordingly, the finer 
German spirits have invented a supple- 
ment to that Stone Age religion. They 
have set up for worship a mystical con- 
ception of the State as a majestic and 
beneficent entity which embraces all the 
noble activities of the nation and guides 
it to its best achievements. To this 
ideal State every German owes duty, 
obedience, and complete devotion. The 
trouble with this supplement to the reli- 
gion of valor is that it dwells too much 
on submission, self-sacrifice, and dis- 
cipline, and not enough on individual 
liberty and self-control in liberty. Ac- 
cordingly, when the valiant men got con- 
trol of the Government and carried the 
nation into a ferocious war, they swept 
away with them all the devotees of this 
romantic and spiritual State. The mod- 
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ern German is always a controlled, di- 
rected, and drilled person, who aspires 
to control and discipline his inferiors; 
and in his view pretty much all man- 
kind are his inferiors. He is not a free- 
man in the French, English, or Ameri- 
can sense; and he prefers not to be. 


What German Domination Would Mean. 


The present war is the inevitable result 
of lust of empire, autocratic government, 
sudden wealth, and the religion of valor. 
What German domination would mean to 
any that should resist it the experience 
of Belgium and Northern France during 
the past three months aptly demonstrates. 
The civilized world can now see where 
the new German morality—be efficient, 
be virile, be hard, be bloody, be rulers— 
would land it. To maintain that the 
power which has adopted in practice that 
new morality, and in accordance with its 
precepts promised Austria its support 
against Servia and invaded Belgium and 
France in hot haste, is not the responsi- 
ble author of the European war, is to 
throw away memory, reason, and com- 
mon sense in judging the human agencies 
in current events. 


The real cause of the war is this grad- 
ually developed barbaric state of the Ger- 
man mind and will. All other causes— 
such as the assassination of the heir to 
the throne of Austria-Hungary, the 
sympathy of Russia with the Balkan 
States, the French desire for the recovery 
of Alsace-Lorraine, and Great Britain’s 
jealousy of German aggrandizement— 
are secondary and incidental causes, 
contributory, indeed, but not primary and 
fundamental. If any one ask who 
brought the ruling class in Germany to 
this barbaric frame of mind, the answer 
must be Bismarck, Moltke, Treitschke, 
Nietzsche, Bernhardi, the German Em- 
peror, their like, their disciples, and the 
military caste. 

Germany Never Dreaded Russia. 

Many German apologists for the war 
attribute it to German fear of Russia. 
They say that, although Germany com- 
mitted the first actual aggression by 
invading Belgium and Luxemburg on the 
way to attack France with the utmost 


speed and fierceness, the war is really 
a war of defense against Russia, which 
might desirably pass over, after France 
has been crushed, into a war against 
Great Britain, that perfidious and in- 
solent obstacle to Germany’s world 
empire. The answer to this explanation 
is that, as a matter of fact, Germany 
has never dreaded, or even respected, the 
military strength of Russia, and that the 
recent wars and threatenings of war by 
Germany have not been directed against 
Russia, but against Denmark, Austria, 
France, and England. In her coloniza- 
tion enterprises it is not Russia that 
Germany has encountered, but England, 
France, and. the United States. The 
friendly advances made within the last 
twenty years by Germany to Turkey 
were not intended primarily to strength- 
en Germany against Russia, but Ger- 
many against Great Britain through 
access by land to British India. In 
short, Germany’s policies, at home and 
abroad, during the last forty years have 
been inspired not by fear of Russia, or 
of any other invader, but by its own 
aggressive ambition for world empire. 
In the present war it thinks it has staked 
its all on “ empire or downfall.” 


Germany Should Be Defeated. 


Those nations which value public lib- 
erty and believe that the primary object 
of Government is to promote the general 
welfare by measures and policies found- 
ed on justice, good-will, and respect for 
the freedom of the individual cannot but 
hope that Germany will be completely 
defeated in its present undertakings; 
but they do not believe that Germany 
is compelled to choose between a life 
of domination in Europe and the world 
and national death. They wish that all 
her humane culture and her genius for 
patient and exact research may survive 
this hideous war and guide another Ger- 
many to great achievements for hu- 
manity. 


If the causes of the present immense 
catastrophe have been have correctly 
stated, the desirable outcomes of the war 
are, no world empire for any race or na- 
tion, no more “ subjects,” no Executives, 
either permanent or temporary, with 
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power to throw their fellow-countrymen 
into war, no secret diplomacy justifying 
the use for a profit of all the lies, con- 
cealments, deceptions, and ambuscades 
which are an inevitable part of war and 
assuming to commit nations on interna- 
tional questions, and no conscription 
armies that can be launched in war by 
Executives without consulting indepen- 
dent representative assemblies. There 
should come out from this supreme con- 
vulsion, a federated Europe, or a league 
of the freer nations, which should se- 
cure the smaller States against attack, 
prevent the larger from attempting domi- 
nation, make sure that treaties and 
other international contracts shall be 
public and be respected until modified by 
mutual consent, and provide a safe basis 
for the limitation and reduction of arma- 
ments on land and sea, no basis to be 
considered safe which could fail to se- 
cure the liberties of each and all the 
federated States against the attacks of 
any outsider or faithless member. No one 
can see at present how such a consum- 
mation is to be brought about, but any 
one can see already that this consumma- 


tion is the only one which can satisfy the 


lovers of liberty under law, and the be- 
lievers in the progress of mankind 
through loving service each to all and 
all to each. : 

Extreme pacificists shrink from fight- 


ing evil with evil, hell with hell, and ad- 
vise submission to outrage, or at least 
taking the risk of being forced into re- 
signed submission. The believers in the 
religion of valor, on the other hand, pro- 
claim that war is a good thing in itself, 
that it develops the best human virtues, 
invigorates a nation become flaccid 
through ease and luxury, and puts in 
command the strong, dominating spirit 
of a valid nation or race. What is the 
just mean between these two extremes? 
Is it not that war is always a hideous 
and hateful evil, but that a nation may 
sometimes find it to be the least of two 
evils between which it has to choose? 
The justifiable and indeed necessary war 
is the war against the ravager and de- 
stroyer, the enemy of liberty, the claim- 
ant of world empire. More and more 
the thinkers of the world see, and the 
common people more and more believe 
instinctively, that the cause of righteous 
liberty is the cause of civilization. In 
the conference which will one day meet 
to settle the terms of peace, and there- 
fore the future conditions of life in Eu- 
rope, the example of the American Re- 
public in regard to armaments and war, 
the publicity of treaties, and public lib- 
erty, security and prosperity may rea- 
sonably have some influence. 
CHARLES W. ELIOT. 
Cambridge, Mass., Nov. 14, 1914. 


DR. ELIOT’S FIFTH LETTER. 


A Hopeful Road to Lasting Peace 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 
HE great war has now been going 
| on iong enough to enable man- 
kind to form approximately cor- 
rect views about its vast extent 
and scale of operations, its sudden inter- 
ference with commerce and all other 
helpful international intercourse, its un- 
precedented wrecking of family happi- 
ness and continuity, its wiping out, as it 
proceeds, of the accumulated savings of 


many former generations in structures, 
objects of art, and industrial capital, and 
the huge burdens it is likely to impose 
on twentieth century Europe. From all 
these points of view, it is evidently the 
most horrible calamity that has ever be- 
fallen the human race and the most 
crucial trial to which civilization has 
been exposed. It is, and is to be, the 
gigantic struggle of these times between 
the forces which make for liberty and 
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righteousness and those which make for 
the subjection of the individual man, the 
exaltation of the State, and the enthrone- 
ment of physical force directed by a 
ruthless collective will. It threatens a 
sweeping betrayal of the best hopes of 
mankind. 


Each of the nations involved, horrified 
at the immensity of the disaster, main- 
tains that it is not responsible for the 
war; and each Government has issued 
a statement to prove that some other 
Government is responsible for the out- 
break. This discussion, however, relates 
almost entirely to actions by monarchs 
and Cabinets between. July 23 and Aug. 
4—a short period of hurried messages 
between the Chancelleries of Hurope— 
actions which only prove that the mon- 
archs and Ministers for Foreign Affairs 
could not, or at least did not, prevent 
the long-prepared general war from 
breaking out. The assassination of the 
Archduke and Duchess of Hohenberg on 
the 28th of June was in no proper sense 
a cause of the war, except as it was 
one of the consequences of the persistent 
aggressions of Austria-Hungary against 
her southeastern neighbors. Neither was 
Russian mobilization in four military dis- 
tricts on July 29 a cause of the war; 
for that was only an external mani- 
festation of the Russian state of mind 
toward the Balkan peoples, a state of 
mind well known to all publicists ever 
since the Treaty of Berlin in 1878. No 
more was the invasion of Belgium by 
the German Army on Aug. 4 a true cause 
of the war, or even the cause, as dis- 
tinguished from the occasion, of Great 
Britain’s becoming involved in it. By 
that action Germany was only taking 
the first step in carrying out a long- 
cherished purpose and in executing a 
judicious plan of campaign prepared for 
many years in advance. The artificial 
panic in Germany about its exposed posi- 
tion between two powerful enemies, 
France and Russia, was not a genuine 
cause of the war; for the General Staff 
knew they had crushed France once, and 
were confident they could do it again 
in a month. As to Russia, it was, in 


their view, a huge nation, but very 
clumsy and dull in war. 

The real causes of the war are all of 
many years’ standing; and all the nations 
now involved in the fearful catastrophe 
have contributed to the development of 
one or more of these effective causes. 
The fundamental causes are: (1) The 
maintenance of monarchical Governments, 
each sanctioned and supported by the na- 
tional religion, and each furnished with 
a Cabinet selected by the monarch— 
Governments which can make war with- 
out any previous consultation of the peo- 
ples through their elected representa- 
tives; (2) the constant maintenance of 
conscript armies, through which the en- 
tire able-bodied male population is 
trained in youth for service in the army 
or navy, and remains» subject to the 
instant call of the Government till late in 
life, the officering of these permanent 
armies involving the creation of a large 
military class likely to become powerful 
in political, industrial, and social ad- 
ministration; (3) the creation of a strong, 
permanent bureaucracy within each na- 


_ tion for the management of both foreign 


and domestic affairs, much of whose 
work is kept secret from the public at 
large; and, finally, (4) the habitual use 
of military and naval forces to acquire 
new territories, contiguous or detached, 
without regard to the wishes of the peo- 
ple annexed or controlled. This last cause 
of the war is the most potent of the four, 
since it is strong in itself, and is apt to 
include one or more of the other three. 
It is the gratification of the lust for 
world empire. 

Of all the nations taking part in the 
present war, Great Britain is the only 
one which does not maintain a conscript 
army; but, on the other hand, Great 
Britain is the earliest modern claimant 
of world empire by force, with the single 
exception of Spain, which long since 
abandoned that quest. Every one of these 
nations except little Servia has yielded 
to the lust. for empire. Every one has 
permitted its monarch or its Cabinet to 
carry on secret negotiations liable at any 
time to commit the nation to war, or to 
fail in maintaining the peace of Europe 
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or of the Near East. In the crowded 
diplomatic events of last July, no phe- 
nomenon is more striking than the exhi- 
bition of the power which the British 
people confide to the hands of their For- 
eign Secretary. In the interests of pub- 
lic liberty and public welfare no official 
should possess such powers as Sir Ed- 
ward Grey used admirably—though in 
vain—last July. In all three of the em- 
pires engaged in the war there has long 
existed a large military caste which 
exerts a strong influence on the Govern- 
ment and its policies, and on the daily 
life of the people. 


These being the real causes of the 
terrific convulsion now going on in Eu- 
rope, it cannot be questioned that the 
nation in which these complex causes 
have taken strongest and most complete 
effect during the last fifty years is 
Germany. Her form of government has 
been imperialistic and autocratic in the 
highest degree. She has developed with 
great intelligence and assiduity the most 
formidable conscript army in the world, 
and the most influential and insolent 
military caste. Three times since 1864 
she has waged war in Europe, and each 
time she has added to her territory with- 
out regard to the wishes of the annexed 
population. For twenty-five years she 
has exhibited a keen desire to obtain 
colonial possessions; and since 1896 she 
has been aggressive in this field. In 
her schools and universities the children 
and youth have been taught for genera- 
tions that Germany is surrounded by 
hostile peoples; that her expansion in 
Europe and in other continents is resisted 
by jealous powers which started earlier 
in the race for foreign possessions, and 
that the salvation of Germany has de- 
pended from the first, and will depend 
till the last, on the efficiency of her 
army and navy and the warlike spirit 
of her people. This instruction, given 
year after year by teachers, publicists, 
and rulers, was first generally accepted 
in Prussia, but now seems to be accepted 
by the entire empire as unified in 1871. 

The attention of the civilized world 
was first called to this state of the 
German mind and will by the triumphant 
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policies of Bismarck; but during the 
reign of the present Emperor the exter- 
nal aggressiveness of Germany and her 
passion for world empire have grown to 
much more formidable proportions. Al- 
though the German Emperor has some- 
times played the part of a peacemaker, 
he has habitually acted the war lord in 
both speech and bearing, and has sup- 
ported the military caste whenever it 
has been assailed. He is by inheritance, 
conviction, and practice a Divine-right 
sovereign whose throne rests on an “ in- 
vincible” army, an army conterminous 
with the nation. In the present tre- 
mendous struggle he carries his subjects 
with him in a rushing torrent of self- 
sacrificing patriotism. Mass fanaticism 
and infectious enthusiasm seem to have 
deprived the leading class in Germany, 
for the moment, of all power to see, 
reason, and judge correctly—no new 
phenomenon in the world, but instructive 
in this case because it points to the 
grave defect in German education—the 
lack of liberty and, therefore, practice in 
self-control. : 


The twentieth century educated Ger- 
man is, however, by no means given over 
completely to material and physical 
aggrandizement and the worship of 
might. He cherishes a partly new con- 
ception of the State as a collective entity 
whose function is to develop and multi- 
ply, not the free, healthy, and happy 
individual man and woman, but higher 
and more effective types of humanity, 
made superior by a strenuous discipline 
which takes much account of the strong 
and ambitious, and little of the weak or 
meek. He rejects the ethics of the 
Beatitudes as unsound, but accepts the 
religion of valor, which exalts strength, 
courage, endurance, and the ready sacri- 
fice by the individual of liberty, happi- 
ness, and life itself for Germany’s honor 
and greatness. <A nation of 60,000,000 
holding these philosophical and religious 
views, and proposing to act on them in 
winning by force the empire of the world, 
threatens civilization with more formida- 
ble irruptions of a destroying host than 
any that history has recorded. The rush 
of the German Army into Belgium, 
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France, and Russia and its consequences 
to those lands have taught the rest of 
Europe to dread German domination, and 
—it is to be hoped—to make it im- 
possible. 


The real cause of the present convul- 
sion is, then, the state of mind or tem- 
per of Germany, including her concep- 
tion of national greatness, her theory of 
the State, and her intelligent and skillful 
use of all the forces of nineteenth century 
applied science for the destructive pur- 
poses of war. It is, therefore, apparent 
that Europe can escape from the domi- 
nation of Germany only by defeating her 
in her present undertakings; and that 
this defeat can be brought about only 
by using against her the same effective 
agencies of destruction and the same 
martial spirit on which Germany itself 
relies. Horrible as are the murderous 
and devastating effects of this war, there 
can be no lasting peace until Europe as 
a whole is ready to make some serious 
and far-reaching decisions in regard to 
Governmental structures and powers. In 
all probability the sufferings and losses 
of this widespread war must go further 
and cut deeper before Europe can be 
brought to the decisions which alone can 
give securities for lasting peace against 
Germany on the one hand and Russia on 
the other, or to either of these nations, 
or can give security for the future to any 
of the smaller nations of Continental 
Europe. There can, indeed, be no se- 
curity for future peace in Europe until 
every European nation recognizes the 
fact that there is to be no such thing in 
the world as one dominating nation—no 
such thing as world empire for any single 
nation—Great Britain, Germany, Russia, 
Japan, or China. There can be no sense 
of security against sudden invasion in 
Europe so long as all the able-bodied 
men are trained to be soldiers and the 
best possible armies are kept constantly 
ready for instant use. There can be no 
secure peace in Europe until a federation 
of the European States is established, 
capable of making public contracts in- 
tended to be kept, and backed by an 
overwhelming international force subject 
to the orders of an international tribunal. 


The present convulsion demonstrates the 
impotence toward permanent peace of 
secret negotiations, of unpublished agree- 
ments, of treaties and covenants that can 
be broken on grounds of military neces- 
sity, of international law if without sanc- 
tions, of pious wishes, of economic and 
biological predictions, and of public opin- 
ion unless expressed through a firm in- 
ternational agreement, behind which 
stands an international force. When that 
international force has been firmly es- 
tablished it will be time to consider what 
proportionate reductions in national 
armaments can be prudently recommend- 
ed. Until that glorious day dawns, no 
patriot and no lover of his kind can 
wisely advocate either peace in Europe 
or any reduction of armaments. 


The hate-breeding and worse than brutal 
cruelties and devastations of the war, 
with their inevitable moral and phys- 
ical degradations, ought to shock man- 
kind into attempting a great step for- 
ward. Europe and America should under- 
take to exterminate the real causes of 
the catastrophe. In studying that prob- 
lem the coming European conference can 
profit by the experience of the three 
prosperous and valid countries in which 
public liberty and the principle of fed- 
eration have been most successfully de- 
veloped—Switzerland, Great Britain, and 
the United States. Switzerland is a 
democratic federation which unites in a 
firm federal bend three different racial 
stocks speaking three unlike languages, 
and divided locally and irregularly be- 
tween the Catholic Church and the 
Protestant. The so-called British Em- 
pire tends strongly to become a federa- 
tion; and the methods of Government 
both in Great Britain itself and in its 
affiliated Commonwealths are becoming 
more and more democratic in substance. 
The war has brought this fact out in 
high relief. As to the United States, it 
is a strong federation of forty-eight het- 
erogeneous States which has been prov- 
ing for a hundred years that freedom 
and democracy are safer and happier for 
mankind than subjection to any sort of 
autocracy, and affords far the best train- 
ing for national character and national 
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efficiency. Republican France has not 
yet had time to give this demonstration, 
being incumbered with many survivals 
of the Bourbon and Napoleonic régimes, 
and being forced to maintain a conscript 
army. 


It is an encouraging fact that every 
one of the political or Governmental 
changes needed is already illustrated in 
the practice of one or more of the civi- 
lized nations. To exaggerate the neces- 
sary changes is to postpone or prevent 
a satisfactory outcome from the present 
calculated destructions and wrongs and 
the accompanying moral and religious 
chaos. Ardent proposals to remake the 
map of Europe, reconstruct European 
society, substitute republics for empires, 
and abolish armaments are in fact ob- 


structing the road toward peace and 
good-will among men. That road is 
hard at best. 


The immediate duty of the United 
States is presumably to prepare, on the 
basis of its present army and navy, to 
furnish an effective quota of the inter- 
national force, servant of an international 
tribunal, which will make the ultimate 
issue of this most abominable of wars 
not a truce, but a durable peace. 


In the meantime the American peo- 
ples cry with one voice to the German 
people, like Ezekiel to the House of Is- 
rael: “Turn ye, turn ye from your evil 
ways; for why will ye die?” 

CHARLES W. ELIOT. 

Cambridge, Mass., Dec. 8, 1914. 


THE LORD OF HOSTS. 


By JOSEPH B. GILDER. 


* “He that sitteth in the heavens shall laugh.” 


HE warring hosts that gather 
To ravage, burn, and slay, 
Turn first to that dread Father 
To whom the nations pray: 


**O God, our hearts Thou knowest, 
Our minds Thou readest clear; 
Where we go, there Thou goest— 

With Thee we have_no fear. 


**The folk that harm and hate us— 
Thy enemies, O Lord— 

Thou knowest how they bait us: 
Make brittle their strong sword! 


** Against the foe that goaded 
We heed Thy call to fight: 

Our guns are primed and loaded, 
Our swords, how keen and bright! 


** Make strong our hearts to serve Thee, 
Uphold our lifted hands; 

Let no petition swerve Thee 
To succor alien bands. 


**So shall we burn and slaughter, 
Spread desolation wide, 

Tf still, by land and water, 
Thou fightest on our side.’’ 


The Lord of Hosts had listened— 
Had heard the rivals’ prayer, 
Upraised where bayonets glistened 

And banners dyed the air; 


And as His people waited 
An answer to their cry, 

Two bolts with lightning freighted 
Flashed from the angry sky. 


To left, to right they darted, 
Impartially they fell: 

The hosts in terror started 
As they envisaged hell. 


For wide their ranks were riven, 
Night blotted out the sky, 

As prostrate, dazed or driven, 
They caught their God’s reply. 


Then, as the blinding levin’s 
Twin bolts were buried deep, 

Who dwelleth in the heavens 
Was heard to laugh—and weep! 


A War of Dishonor 


By David Starr Jordan. 


Late President of Leland Stanford Junior University, now its Chancellor ; 
Chief Director of the World Peace Foundation singe 1910. 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 
N this war what of right and what 
if of wrong? Not much of right, per- 
haps, and very much of wrong. But 
there are degrees in wrong, and 
sometimes, by comparison, wrong be- 
comes almost right. 


The armed peace,.the peace of guns 
and dreadnoughts and sabre rattlers, has 
come to its predestined end. Its arma- 
ments were made for war. Its war 
makers and war traders, the Pan- 
Germanists in the lead, have done their 
worst for the last nine years. They 
have been foiled time after time, but 
they have their way at last. Their last 
and most fatal weapon was the ulti- 
matum. If Servia had not given them 
their chance they would have found their 
pretext somewhere else. When a nation 
or a continent prepares for war it will 
get it soon or later. To prepare for war 
is to breed a host of men who have no 
other business, and another host who 
find their profits in blood. 


When the war began it had very little 
meaning. It was the third Balkan war, 
brought on, as the others were, by in- 
trigues of rival despotisms. The peoples 
of Europe do not hate each other. The 
springs of war come from a few men 
impelled by greed and glory. Diplomacy 
in Europe has been for years the cover 
for robbery in Asia or Africa. Of all 
the nations concerned not one had any 
wish to fight, and Belgium alone could 
fight with clean hands. 

And this fact gave the war its mean- 
ing. The invasion of Belgium changed 
the whole face of affairs. As by a light- 
ning flash the issue was made plain: the 
issue of the sacredness of law; the rule 
of the soldier or the rule of the citizen; 
the rule of fear or the rule of law. Ger- 
many stands for army rule. This was 
made clear when, a year ago, she passed 


under the yoke at Zabern. However 
devious her diplomacy in the past, Brit- 
ain stands today for the rule of law. The 
British soldier is the servant of the 
British people, not their master. 


The highest conception of human rela- 
tions is embodied in the word law. Law 
is the framework of civilization. Law is 
the condition of security, happiness, and 
progress. War is the denial of all law. 
It makes scrap paper of all the solemn 
agreements men and nations have es- 
tablished for their mutual good. 


The rape of Belgium made scrap paper 
of international law. The sowing of 
mines in the fairways of commerce made 
scrap paper of the rights of neutral na- 
tions. The torture of the Belgian people 
made scrap paper of the rights of non- 
combatants. 

War may be never righteous, but it is 
sometimes honorable. In honorable war 
armies fight against armies, never 
against private citizens. If armies give 
no needless provocation, they will receive 
none. The sacking of Malines, Aerschot, 
Dinant—these are not acts of honorable 
war. The wreck of Louvain, historic 
Louvain, the venerable centre for 500 
years of Catholic erudition, at the hands 
of blood-drunk soldiers was an act of 
dishonorable war. It marks a stain on 
the record of Germany which the ages 
will not. efface. 

“A needed example,” say the apolo- 
gists for this crime. The Duke of Alva 
gave the same “needed example” to 
these same people in his day~ For cen- 
turies the words “ Spanish blood ” struck 
terror into peoples’ hearts throughout 
the Netherlands. For centuries to come 
the word Prussian will take its hated 
place. 

The good people of Germany do not 
burn universities. Neither do they make 
war for war’s sake. They are helpless 
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in the hands of a monster of their own 
creation. The affair at Zabern a year 
ago testifies to their complete subjuga- 
tion. All the virtues are left to them, 
save only the love of freedom. This the 
mailed fist has taken away. 

The Germany of today is an anachro- 
nism. Her scientific ideals are of the 
twentieth century. Her political ideals 
hark back to the sixteenth. Her rulers 
have made her the most superb fighting 
machine in a world which is soul-weary 
of fighting. For a nation in shining ar- 
mor the civilized world has no place. It 
will not worship them, it will not obey 


them. It will not respect those who 
either worship or obey. It finds no peo- 
ple good enough to rule other people 
against their will. 

A great nation which its own people 
do not control is a nation without a Gov- 
ernment. It is a derelict on the inter- 
national sea. It is a danger to its neigh- 
bors, a greater danger to itself. Of ail 
the many issues, good or bad, which may 


come from this war, none is more im- 


portant than this, that the German peo- 
ple should take possession of Germany. 
DAVID STARR JORDAN. 
Berkeley, Cal., Sept. 19, 1914. 


Might or Right 


By John Grier Hibben. 


President of Princeton University ; author of works on logic and philosophy. 


The address printed below was delivered 
by President Hibben at the opening of the 
Layinen’s Efficiency Convention in 
York City, Oct. 16, 1914. 


E are all of us sadly conscious 
of our failure to realize in 
any adequate measure the 


standards of right conduct 
which we set for ourselves. Attainment 
falls far short of purpose and desire. 
Through want of courage, or it may be 
of inclination, or of sheer inertia, we fail 
to obey perfectly the law of duty which 
we recognize as imperatively binding 
upon us. There is, however, a more 
subtle kind of failure as regards our 
moral endeavor and achievement which 
is due to the unconscious shifting of these 
standards of right and wrong themselves. 
It is not merely that we fail to do that 
which we know to be right, but at times 
the very idea of right itself is strangely 
altered. The good insensibly assimilates 
_to itself certain elements of evil which 
we allow and accept without full realiza- 
tion of the significance of this moral 
alchemy to which the most fundamental 
of our ideas are often times subjected. 
The idea of right no longer stands in its 


New’ 


integrity, but is compromised and even 
neutralized by conflicting thoughts and 
sentiments. The things which at one 
time held first place in our estimate of 
life become secondary. Our attitude to- 
ward men, and manners, and affairs ex- 
periences a radical change. This in 
most cases takes place unconsciously, 
or if conscious of it, we refrain from 
confessing it even to ourselves. 


There are some, however, who are both 
frank enough and bold enough to an- 
nounce their belief in the radical doc- 
trine which demands a complete trans- 
formation of essential values. For 
them, good is evil and evil good, and 
they seem not ashamed to avow it. The 
conspicuous German philosopher of later 
years, Nietzsche, with a naive sim- 
plicity insists that the great need of our 
modern civilization is that which he 
designates as “the transvaluation of all 
values.” By this he means the complete 
transformation of certain ideas of su- 
preme value into their direct opposites. 
He declares, for instance, that the cen- 
tral virtues of Christianity, such as those 
of self-sacrifice, pity, mercy, indicate an 
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inherent weakness of the human race, 
and that the strong man dissipates his 
energies through the offices of kindness 
and helpfulness. Thus the law which 
commands us to bear one another’s bur- 
dens must be regarded as obsolte. Every 
man should be strong enough to bear his 
own burdens. If not, he is a drag to 
the onward progress of humanity, and 
to assist him is to do evil and not good. 
If you help the weak, you so far forth 
assist in perpetuating an inferior type of 
manhood. 


Nietzsche’s “ Moralic Acid.” 


From this point of view, the definition 
of religion given in the Old Testament 
should be revised, “Do justice, love 
mercy, and walk humbly before thy God.” 
In doing justice we must first be just 
to self; in loving mercy it must not be 
at the expense of our own interests and 
advantage, and we must not walk so 
humbly before our God as to give to the 
world the appearance of weakness or lack 
of independence. As Nietzsche insists, 
“The man who loves his neighbor as 
himself must have an exceedingly poor 
opinion of himself.” If the race is to 
be perfected, everything and every per- 
son must be sacrificed in order to pro- 
duce and preserve the strong man at all 
hazards. There is a kind of “moralic 
acid,” as Nietzsche styles it, which is 
corroding the strength of humanity in 
our modern day. We have discoursed too 
much of character, too little of power; 
too much of self-sacrifice and too little 
of self-assertion; too much of right, too 
little of might. Conscience not only in- 
terferes with success, but also prevents 
the evolution of a superior type of man, 
that superman who is not constrained by 
duty nor limited by law, living his life 
“beyond good and evil.” 


The serious question which presents it- 
self to our minds at this time is whether 
our modern world has not been uncon- 
sciously incorporating these ideas into its 
living beliefs—that is, those beliefs which 
reveal themselves in actual living and 
doing, in daily purpose, in the adapta- 
tion of means to ends, in the deeds which 
the world honors, and in the achieve- 


ments which it crowns with glory. There 
are many persons who would not have 
the frankness of Nietzsche to say that 
might makes right, and that a moral 
sense is the great obstacle to progress, 
and that in “vigorous eras noble civil- 
izations see something contemptible in 
sympathy, in brotherly love, in the lack 
of self-assertion and self-reliance.” Our 
modern world may not explicitly sub- 
scribe to such doctrines in their extreme 
and exaggerated expression, but never- 
theless may be unconsciously influenced 
by them. Our real opinions, however, 
are to be tested by our sense of values 
as revealed by the things which we crave, 
which we set our hearts upon, which we 
strive early and late to gain, and sacri- 
fice all else in order to secure. Have 
we not offered our prayers to the God 
of might rather than the God of right- 
eousness, to the God of power rather than 
the God of justice, the God of mercy and 
of love? 

The time has come, in my opinion, for 
us to take account of the things which 
we really believe, and of the God Whom 
we really worship. If we have been fol- 
lowing false gods, let us honestly en- 
deavor to re-establish fundamental and 
essential values, to discover anew what is 
of supreme worth and set our faces reso- 
lutely toward its realization. The need 
of our modern world today is the same 
as that of the ancient world at the time 
of the coming of Christ. His message to 
the world as indicated by His teaching, 
and His life was an arraignment of the 
ancient régime as regards three crucial 
points. 


The Brotherhood of Man. 


First, the religious and moral beliefs 
of that-age had become purely formal. 
There was the letter of conviction, but 
not the spirit of it. The creed, the ritual, 
the ceremony were there, but the life had 
departed. And so today our beliefs have 
lost vitality to a large extent because we 
have been content to indulge in formulas 
oft repeated, which have ceased to have 
significance for our thoughts or for our 
feelings. We have allowed ourselves to 
be betrayed by words which are mere 
sounds without substance. We have 
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verbalized our beliefs, and have depoten- 
tialed them of vital significance. Take, 
for instance, the phrases, “The father- 
hood of God” and “ The brotherhood of 
man.” They have been so often upon our 
lips as to become trite; their real mean- 
ing has disappeared. It is easy to repeat 
the words, and to be satisfied with the 
repetition, and nevertheless remain 
wholly imsensible to their profound 
import, and under no _ compulsion 
whatsoever to obey their sublime 
command. We assent to the for- 
mula; but it does not become a de- 
termining factor in our purposes and 
plans. There is perhaps no age in the 
history of the world which has so em- 
phasized the idea of the brotherhood of 
man as our own, and never in all history 
has there been such a denial of this idea 
as by the present European war. If the 
brotherhood of man had been the living, 
dominant idea of our civilization, could 
this present tragedy of the nations have 
occurred? If the world had believed 
profoundly in the idea of God, would we 
now be daily reading of the ghastly 
scenes where human life is no longer 
sacred, where love gives place to hate, 
where the constructive forces of the 
world are superseded by the destructive, 
and all the passions of man’s brute in- 
heritance are given full play and scope? 


Second—In the teachings of Christ 
there was a remarkable expansion of the 
idea of God. Instead of the tribal God 
worshipped as the God of Abraham, and 
Isaac, and Jacob, He substituted the idea 

of God, as the God of all peoples and all 
“races, the God of the Jew and Gentile, of 
the Greek and barbarian, of the bond 
and the free. It was the great apostle 
of the Gentiles who at the centre of 
Greek civilization announced this funda- 
mental conception of Christianity to the 
old world: 

God hath made of one blood all nations 


of men for to dwell on all the face of the 
earth. 


This was the sublime idea of the God 
of a united humanity. The God of the 
tribe had given place to the God of the 
whole world. That conception was very 
foreign to the popular religious notions 


current at the time of Christ, and it 
seems still further away from our ideas 
of the present day. It is a very narrow 
and circumscribed view of God to.regard 
Him as concerned merely for our little 
insular affairs, to regard Him simply 
as a God of the individual or of the home, 
or even one’s nation. He transcends all 
these limitations of particular interests 
and particular needs. He is not merely 
our God but the God of all mankind. 
The children of Israel called Him the 
God of battle, the God of hosts, that is, 
the one who would give victory to them 
in their battles, and who would prove 
the leader of their hosts. But Christ 
came to the world in God’s name to uni- 
versalize this narrow tribal idea of God, 
proclaiming peace on earth and good 
will to men. It was the dawn of a new 
era, the Christian era. That light which 
shone upon the old world is darkened 
by the cloud hanging low over Europe 
at the present time. We cannot think, 
however, that it is permanently extin- 
guished. To that light the nations of 
the earth must again return. 


The Area of Moral Obligation. 


Third—Christ gave to the world of 
His day an enlarged idea of the area of 
moral obligation. He insisted most stoutly 
upon the expansion of the scope of indi- 
vidual responsibility. This freeing of the 
idea of duty from the limitations of race 
prejudice is a natural corollary to the 
idea of the universality of God’s relation 
to the world. Corresponding to the tribal 
view of God there is always an accom- 
panying idea of the restricted obligation 
of the individual. To care for one’s 
own family or one’s own clan or tribe and 
present a hostile front to the rest of 
mankind has always been the character- 
istic feature of primitive morality. It 
was peculiarly the teaching of Christ 
which brought to the world the idea that 
the area of moral obligation is co-ex- 
tensive with the world itself. There are 
no racial or national lines which can 
limit the extent of our responsibility. 
The world today needs to learn this les- 
son anew, and it is evident that it must 
acquire this knowledge through bitter 
and desperate experiences. We must in- 
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terpret in this large sense the great 
moral dictum of the German philosopher, 
Kant, that every one in a particular cir- 
cumstance should act as he would wish 
ali men to act if similarly cireumstanced 
and conditioned. This is the complete 
universalizing of our moral obligations— 
stripping our sense of duty of everything 
that is particular and local and isolated. 
The natural tendency of human nature is 
to particularize our relations to God and 
bound our relations to our fellow-men; 
to narrow our relations to God so as to 
embrace only our direst needs, and to 
circumscribe our relations to man so as 
to include in the field of responsibility 
only those who are our kin or our own 
kind. The time has certainly come for 
us to take larger views of the world, of 
man, and of God. 


After the great calamity of this pres- 
ent war is passed there must necessarily 
follow a period of reconstruction. It will 
not be merely the reconstruction of 
national resources and international re- 
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lations, but it must be also a reconstruc- 
tion of our fundamental conceptions of 
man and of the relation of man to man 
the world over, and of the relation also 
of man to God. We must ask anew the 
question, Who is our neighbor? In this 
great moral enterprise you will naturally 
play a large and significant part, for you 
belong to the class of men who are ex- 
pected to have strong and decided opin- 
ions in the face of a great world crisis, 
and are capable of leading others toward 
the goal of a regenerated humanity. To 
know the right and to maintain it, to 
fight against the wrong, to impart cour- 
age to the timid, strength to the weak, 
and hope to the faint-hearted; to forget 
self in the service of others and extend 
a human sympathy to the ends of the 
earth, this is your vocation. It is the 
call of the world, it is the voice of one 
calling to you out of a distant past 
across the nineteen Christian centuries; 
it is the “spirit of the years to come,” 
summoning you to establish the Kingdom 
of God upon earth. 


D’ARC—1914. 


By ALMA DURANT NICOLSON. 


Rise from thy glorious ashes, unafraid, 


R= from the buried ages, O thou Maid, 


And wheresoe’er thy Brothers need thee most, 
Arise again, to lead thy tireless host. 
France calls thee as she called in days gone by! 
She calls thy spirit where her soldiers die; 
She knows thy courage and thy sacrifice, 
And wills today to pay the selfsame price, 
All-confident that when the work is done, 


She shall behold her Honor saved and Victory won. 


God calls thee, Maid, from out the Past— 

The Past of France where thy strange lot was cast— 
And bid’st thee fling about this fearful hour 

Thy dauntless Faith, that was thy magic Power. 

And Freedom calls, with all-impelling voice, 

She calls the Sons of France, and leaves no choice, 
No waver and no alternating will; 

Where Freedom calls, all other calls are still, 
All-confident that when her work is done 

Ye shall behold your Country saved and Victory won. 


The Kaiser and Belgium 


By John W. Burgess. 


Dean of the Faculties of Political Science, Philosophy, Pure Science, and 
the Fine Arts at Columbia University; Roosevelt Professor of American 
History and Institutions at Friedrich Wilhelms University, Berlin, 1906-7; 
Visiting American Professor to Austrian Universities, 1914-15; Decorated, 
Order of Prussian Crown by the German Emperor and Order of the Albrechts 


by the King of Saxony. 


FIRST ARTICLE. 


T is often said by historians that 
no truly great man is every really 
understood by the generation, and 
in the age, for which he labors. 


Many instances of the truth of this 


statement can be easily cited. Two of 
the most flagrant have come within the 
range of my own personal experience. 
The first was the character of Abraham 
Lincoln as depicted by the British press 
of 1860-64 and as conceived by the 
British public opinion of that era. Mr. 
Henry Adams, son and private secretary 
of Mr. Charles Francis Adams, our Min- 
ister Plenipotentiary to Great Britain 
during that critical era in our history, 
writes, in that fascinating book of 
his entitled “The Education of Henry 
Adams,” 


that ‘‘ London was altogether beside itself 
on one point, in especial; it created a 
nightmare of its own, and gave it the 
shape of Abraham Lincoln. Behind this 
’it placed another demon, if possible more 
devilish, and called it Mr. Seward. In re- 
gard to these two men English society 
seemed demented. Defense was useless; 
explanation was vain. One could only let 
the passion exhaust itself. One’s best 
friends were as unreasonable as enemies, 
for the belief in poor Mr. Lincoln’s bru- 
tality and Seward’s ferocity became a 
dogma of popular faith.”’ 


Adams relates further that the last 
time he saw Thackeray at Christmas of 
1863 they spoke of their mutual friend 
Mrs. Frank Hampton of South Carolina, 
whom Thackeray had portrayed as Ethel 


Newcome, and who had recently passed 
away from life. Thackeray had read in 
the British papers that her parents had 
been prevented by the Federal soldiers 
from passing through the lines to see her 
on her deathbed. Adams writes that 
in speaking of it Thackeray’s voice 
trembled and his eyes filled with tears. 
The coarse cruelty of Lincoln and his 
hirelings was notorious. He never doubted 
that the Federals made a business of har- 
rowing the tenderest feelings of women— 
particularly of women—in order to punish 
their opponents. On quite insufficient 
evidence he burst into reproach. Had he 
(Adams) carried in his pocket the proofs 
that the reproach was unjust he would 
have gained nothing by showing them. 
At that moment Thackeray, and all Lon- 
don society with him, needed the nervous 
relief of expressing emotions; for if Mr. 
Lincoln was not what they said he was, 
what were they? 


Mr. Lincoln sent over our most skill- 
ful politician, Thurlow Weed, and our 
most able constitutional lawyer, William 
M. Evarts, and later our most brilliant 
orator, Henry Ward Beecher, followed, 
for the purpose of bringing the British 
people to their senses and correcting 
British opinion, but all to little purpose. 
Gettysburg and Vicksburg did far more 
toward modifying that opinion than the 
persuasiveness of Weed, the logic of 
Evarts, or the eloquence of Beecher, and 
it took Chattanooga, the March to the 
Sea, and Appomattox to dispel the illu- 
sion entirely. 
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Today we are laboring under a no 
less singular illusion than were the 
English in 1862. The conception pre- 
vailing in England and in this country 
concerning the physical, mental, and 
moral make-up of the German Emperor 
is the monumental caricature of bio- 
graphical literature. I have had the priv- 
ilege of his personal acquaintance now 
for nearly ten years. I have been 
brought into contact with him in many 
different ways and under many vary- 
ing conditions, at Court and State 


functions, at university ceremonies 
and celebrations, at his table, and 
by his fireside surrounded by his 


family, when in the midst of his offi- 
cials, his men of science, and his per- 
sonal friends, and, more instructive than 
all, alone in the imperial home in Berlin 
and at Potsdam and in the castle and 
forest at Wilhelmshéhe. With all this 
experience, with all this opportunity for 
observation at close range, I am hardly 
able to recognize a single characteristic 
usually attributed to him by the British 
and American press of today. 

In the first place, the Emperor is an 
impressive man physically. He is not a 
giant in stature, but a man of medium 
size, great strength and endurance, and 
of agile and graceful movement. He 
looks every inch a leader of men. His 
fine gray-blue eyes are peculiarly fasci- 
nating. I saw him once seated beside 
his uncle, King Edward VII., and the 
contrast was very striking, and greatly 
in his favor. 

In the second place, the Emperor is an 
exceedingly intelligent and highly culti- 
vated man. His mental processes are 
swift, but they go also very deep. He is 
a searching inquirer, and questions and 
listens more than he talks. His fund of 
knowledge is immense and sometimes 
astonishing. He manifests interest in 
everything, even to the smallest detail, 
which can have any bearing upon human 
improvement. I remember a half hour’s 
conversation with him once over a cup- 


ping glass, which he had gotten from 
an excavation in the Roman ruin called | 


the Saalburg, near Homburg. He always 
appeared to me most deeply concerned 


with the arts of peace. I have never 
heard him speak much of war, and then 
always with abhorrence, nor much of 
military matters, but improved agricul- 
ture, invention, and manufacture, and 
especially commerce and education in all 
their ramifications, were the chief sub- 
jects of his thought and conversation. 
I have had the privilege of association 
with many highly intelligent and pro- 
foundly learned men, but I have never 
acquired as much knowledge, in the same 
time, from any man whom I have ever 
met, as from the German Emperor. And 
yet, with all this real superiority of mind 
and education, his deference to the opin- 
ions of others is remarkable. Arrogance 
is one of the qualities most often at- 
tributed to him, but he is the only ruler 
I ever saw in whom there appeared to be 
absolutely no arrogance. He meets you 
as man meets man and makes you feel 
that you are required to yield to nothing 
but the better reason. 
A Man of Warm Affections. 


In the third place, the Emperor im- 
pressed me as a man of heart, of warm 
affections, and of great consideration for 
the feelings and well-being of others. He 
can not, at least does not, conceal his 
reverence for, and devotion to, the Em- 
press, or his love for his children, or his 
attachment to his friends. He always 
speaks of Queen Victoria and of the 
Empress Friedrich with the greatest ven- 
eration, and once when speaking to me 
of an old American friend who had 
turned upon him he said that it was 
difficult for him to give up an old friend, 
right or wrong, and impossible when he 
believed him to be in the right. His 
manifest respect and affection for 
his old and tried officials, such 
as Lucanus and zu Eulenburg and 
von Studt and Beseler and Althoff, 
give strong evidence of the warmth 
and depth of his nature. His con- 
sideration for Americans, especially, 
has always been remarkable. It was at 
his suggestion that the exchange of edu- 
cators between the universities of Ger- 
many and of the United States was 
established, and it has been his custom 
to be present at the opening lecture of 
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each new incumbent of these positions 
_at the University of Berlin, and to greet 
him and welcome him to his work. He 
is also the first to extend to these foreign 
educators hospitality and social attention. 
To any one who has experienced his 
hearty welcome to his land and his home 
the assertion that he is arrogant and 
autocratic is so far away from truth as 
to be ludicrous. Again I must say that 
I have never met a ruler, in monarchy 
or republic, in whom genuine democratic 
geniality was a so predominant char- 
acteristic. 


But the characteristic of the Emperor 
which struck me most forcibly is his pro- 
found sense of duty and his readiness for 
self-sacrifice for the welfare of his coun- 
try. This is a general German trait. It 
is the most admirable side of German 
nature. And the Emperor is, in this 
respect especially, their Princeps. I re- 
member sitting beside him one day, when 
one of the ladies of his household asked 
me if I were acquainted with a certain 
wealthy ultra-fashionable New York so- 
cial leader. I replied, by name only. 
She pressed me to know why not more 
nearly, why not personally. “And to this 
I replied that I was not of her class; 
that I could not amuse her, and that I 
did not approve of the frivolous and de- 
moralizing example and influence of one 
so favorably circumstanced for doing 
good. The Emperor had heard the con- 
versation, and he promptly said: “ You 
know in Germany.we do not rate and 
classify people by their material posses- 
sions, but by the importance of the serv- 
ice they render to country, culture, and 
civilization.” One of his sons once told 
me that from his earliest childhood his 
father had instilled into his mind the les- 
son that devotion to duty and readiness 
for sacrifice were the cardinal virtues of 
a German, especially of a Hohenzollern. 
His days are periods of constant labor 
and severe discipline. He rises early, 
lives abstemiously and works until far 
into the night. There is no day laborer 
in his entire empire who gives so many 
hours per diem to his work. His nature 
_is manifestly deeply. religious and, in 
every sentence he speaks, evidence of 
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his consciousness that the policeman’s 
club cannot take the place of religious 
and moral principle is revealed. His fre- 
quent appeal for Divine aid in the dis- 
charge of his duties is prompted by the 
conviction that the heavier the duty the 
more need there is of that aid. 


His Passion for German Greatness. 


He undoubtedly has an intense desire, 
almost a passion, for the prosperity and 
greatness of his country, but his con- 
ception cf that prosperity and greatness 
is more spiritual and cultural than ma- 
terial and commercial. More than once 
have I heard him say that he desired to 
see Germany a wealthy country, but only 
as the result of honest and properly 
requited toil, and that wealth acquired 
by force or fraud was more a curse than 
a blessing, and was destined to go as 
it had come. His conception of the 
greatness of Germany is as a great 
intellectual and moral power rather than 
anything else. Its physical power he 
values chiefly as the creator and main- 
tainer of the conditions necessary to the 
production and influence of this higher 
power. I have often hear him express 
this thought. 


And in spite of this terrible war, the 
responsibility for which is by so many 
erroneously laid at his door, I firmly 
believe him to be a man of peace. I am 
absolutely sure that he has entered upon 
this war only under the firm conviction 
that Great Britain, France, and Russia 
have conspired to destroy Germany as 
a world power, and that he is simply 
defending, as he said in his memorable 
speech to the Reichstag, the place which 
God had given the Germans to dwell on. 
Tor seven years I myself have witnessed 
the growth of this conviction in his mind 
and that of the whole German Nation 
as the evidences of it have multiplied . 
from year to year until at last the fatal 
hour at Serajevo struck. I firmly believe 
that there is no soul in this wide world 
upon whom the burden and grief of this 
great catastrophe so heavily rest as upon 
the German Emperor. I have heard him 
declare with the greatest earnestness and 
solemnity that he considered war a dire 
calamity; that Germany would never 


510 THE NEW YORK TIMES CURRENT HISTORY OF THE WAR 


during his reign wage an offensive war, 
and that he hoped God would spare him 
from the necessity of ever having to con- 
duct a defensive war. For years he has 
been conscious that British diplomacy 
was seeking to isolate and crush Ger- 
many by an alliance of Latin, Slav, and 
Mongol under British direction, and he 
sought in every way to avert it. He 
visited England himself frequently. He 
sent his Ministers of State over to culti- 
vate the acquaintance and friendship of 
the British Ministers, but rarely would 
the British King go himself to Germany 
or send his Ministers to return these 
visits. More than once have I heard him 
say that he was most earnestly desirous 
of close friendship between Germany, 
Great Rritain, and the United States, 
and had done, was doing, aid would 
continue to do, all in his power to pro- 


mote it; but that while the Americans 
were cordially meeting Germany half 
way, the British were cold, suspicious, 
and repellent. 

I know that the two things which are 
giving him the deepest pain in this world 
catastrophe, excepting only the suffer- 
ings of his own kindred and people, are 
the enmity of Great Britain and the mis- 
understanding of his character, feelings, 
and purposes in America. To remedy 
the first we here can do nothing, but to 
dispel the second is our bounden duty; 
and I devoutly hope that other evidence 
may prove sufficient to do this to the 
satisfaction of the minds of my country- 
men than was necessary to convince the 
British Nation that the great-hearted 
Abraham Lincoln was not a brute nor 
the urbane William H. Seward a demon 
of ferocity. 


Reply to Prof. Burgess 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 
he Burgess Kaiser is a truly ad- 
mirable person. Every right- 
minded man will be only too 
glad to believe all that Prof. 
‘Burgess affirms of him. To be sure, 
there is a lurking sense that the profes- 
sor “doth protest too much.” But let 
that go. In the present topsy-turvy 
state of the world it is refreshing to 
hear of a man who loves his wife and 
children in the good, old way. But just 
now the world is not interested in the 
private, personal, peculiarly German 
characteristics of the Kaiser. We out- 
siders must take him as he is known to 
the international world. We of course 
trust that he is an able, cultivated, at- 
tractive gentleman. There are many 
such in the world. But this gentleman 
happens to be the head of one of the 
great nations. Our interest in him cen- 
tres in his relations to his neighbor 
nations. 
An English friend of mine was ap- 
pointed to duty in a tribe of savages in 


Africa. I dislike to call them savages 
after the testimony of my friend. But 
they were just plain, naked folk, living 
in primitive simplicity in their native 
land. The chief of this little tribe was, 
as my friend asserts, a superior man, 
and, in spite of his undress, a good deal 
of a gentleman. In physique he was 
superb. A sculptor’s heart would have 
leaped for joy at sight of him. My 
friend said to see him teaching his young 
son to throw a spear was a sort of physi- 
cal music. He himself could throw a 
spear to an incredible distance with the 
precision of a rifle shot. He ruled his 
little kingdom with surprising wisdom 
and fairness. He was welcomed every- 
where among his people as the friend and 
counselor. His family relations were 
unimpeachable. The same was true 
throughout the tribe. He was devoutly 
pious. In short, he was a Burgess Kaiser 
in the small. But he was the war lord 
of all that region. He was fiercely jeal- 
ous of all the neighboring tribes. He 
kept his own people armed and drilled to 
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the top of efficiency, ready for attack cr 
defense. He was noted for his hatred 
and contempt for his people except his 
own. His forays were marked by sav- 
age cruelty. His military necessities 
stopped at nothing. 

Need it be said that the surrounding 
tribes were in nowise interested in this 
chief’s physique or domestic virtues, or 
in his fidelity to his own people? It is 
safe to affirm that the British Govern- 
ment did not ask whether he had the 
body of a Michael Angelo’s David or of 
a baboon from the jungle. It did not 
ask whether he was good to his wife and 


PROF. BURGESS’S 
The Guarantee of 


gian neutrality, so much as- 

sumed, and it has been such a 

stumbling block in the way of any 
real and comprehensive understanding 
of the causes and purposes of the great 
European catastrophe, that it may be 
well to examine the basis of it and en- 
deavor to get an exact idea of the scope 
and obligation. 

Of course, we are considering here the 
question of guaranteed neutrality, not 
the ordinary neutrality enjoyed by all 
States not at war, when some States are 
at war; the difference between ordinary 
neutrality and guaranteed neutrality be- 
ing that no State is under any obligation 
to defend the ordinary neutrality of any 
other State agaist infringement by a 
belligerent, and no belligerent is under 
any special obligation to observe it. Guar- 
anteed neutrality is, therefore, purely a 
question of specific agreement between 
States. 

On the 19th day of April, 1839, Belgium 
and Holland, which from 1815 to 1830 had 
formed the United Kingdom of the Neth- 
erlands, signed a treaty of separation 
_from, and independence of, each other. 


S’ much has been said about Bel- 
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children. Most animals are. It did not 


care how devoted he was to his fetich. 
The sole question was, What sort of pub- 
lic citizen is he? How does he stand re- 
lated to surrounding peoples? On what 
terms does he propose to live with 
them? That precisely is what we want 
to know about the Kaiser. 

Fortunately, we do not have to ask 
Prof. Burgess, or any group of savants, 
or the German people. The Kaiser’s rec- 
ord is known and read of all men. 

JAMES H. ECOB, 
American Institute of Social Service. 
New York, Oct. 21, 1914. 


SECOND ARTICLE. 


Belgian Neutrality 


It is in this treaty that the original 
pledge of Belgian neutrality is to be - 
found. The clause of the treaty reads: 
“ Belgium in the limits above described 
shall form an independent neutral State 
and shall be bound to observe the same 
neutrality toward all other States.” On 
the same day and at the same place, 
(London,) a treaty, known in the history 
of diplomacy as the Quintuple Treaty, 
was signed by Great Britain, France, 
Prussia, Austria, and Russia, approving 
and adopting the treaty between Belgium 
and Holland. A little later, May 11, the 
German Confederation, of which both 
Austria and Prussia were members, also 
ratified this treaty. 

In the year 1866 the German Confed- 
eration was dissolved by the war between 
Austria and Prussia, occasioned by the 
Schleswig-Holstein question. In 1867 
the North German Union was formed, of 
which Prussia was the leading State, 
while Austria and the German States 
south of the River Main were left out 
of it altogether. Did these changes ren- 
der the guarantees of the Treaty of 1839 
obsolete and thereby abrogate them, or 
at least weaken them and make them an 
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uncertain reliance? The test of this came 
in the year 1870, at the beginning of 
hostilities between France and the North 
German Union. Great Britain, the power 
most interested in the maintenance of 
Belgian neutrality, seems to have had 
considerable apprehension about it. Mr. 
Gladstone, then Prime Minister, said 
in the House of Commons: “I am not 
able to subscribe to the doctrine of those 
who have held in this House what plain- 
ly amounts to an assertion that the 
simple fact of the existence of a guaran- 
tee is binding on every party to it, irre- 
spective altogether of the particular posi- 
tion in which it may find itself when the 
occasion for acting on the guarantee 
arises.” 


A One-Year Treaty. 


Proceeding upon this view, the British 
Government then sought and procured 
from the French Government and from 
the Government of the North German 
Union separate but identical treaties 
guaranteeing with the British Govern- 
ment the neutrality of Belgium during 
the period of the war between France 
and the North German Union, the so- 
called Franco-Prussian war, which had 
just broken out, and for one year from 
the date of its termination. In these 
treaties it is also to be remarked that 
Great Britain limited the possible opera- 
tion of her military force in maintaining 
the neutrality of Belgium to the territory 
of the State of Belgium. 


These treaties expired in the year 
1872, and the present German Empire 
has never signed any treaty guarantee- 
ing the neutrality of Belgium. More- 
over, between 1872 and 1914 Belgium 
became what is now termed a world 
power; that is, it reached a population 
of nearly 9,000,000 people, it had a well- 
organized, well-equipped army of over 
200,000 men and powerful fortifications 
for its own defense; it had acquired and 
was holding colonies covering 1,000,000 
square miles of territory, inhabited by 
15,000,000 men, and it had active com- 
merce, mediated by its own marine, with 
many, if not all, parts of the world. 
Now, these things are not at all com- 
patible in principle with a specially guar- 


anteed neutrality of the State which pos- 
sesses them. The State which possesses 
them has grown out of its swaddling 
clothes, has arrived at the age and con- 
dition of maturity and self-protection, 
and has passed the age when specially 
guaranteed neutrality is natural. 


From all these considerations, I think 
it extremely doubtful whether, on the 
first day of August, 1914, Belgium 
should have been considered as possess- 
ing any other kind of neutrality than 
the ordinary neutrality enjoyed by all 
States not at war, when some States 
are at war. In fact, it remains to be 
seen whether Belgium itself had not for- 
feited the privilege of this ordinary neu- 
trality before a single German soldier 
had placed foot on Belgian soil. A few 
days ago I received a letter from one of 
the most prominent professors in the 
University of Berlin, who is also in close 
contact with the Prussian Ministry of 
Education, a man in whose veracity I 
place perfect confidence, having known 
him well for ten years. He writes: “ Our 
violation of the neutrality of Belgium — 
was prompted in part by the fact that 
we had convincing proof that there were 
French soldiers already in Belgium and 
that Belgium had agreed to allow the 
French Army to pass over its soil in 
case of a war between France and us.” 
Moreover, in the British “ White Paper ” 
itself, No. 122, is to be found a dispatch 
from the British Ambassador in Berlin, 
Sir E. Goschen, to Sir Edward Grey, con- 
taining these words: “It appears from 
what he [the German Secretary of For- 
eign Affairs] said that the German Gov- 
ernment consider that certain hostile 
acts have already been committed by 
Belgium. As an instance of this, he 
alleged that a consignment of corn for 
Germany had been placed under an em- 
bargo already.” The date of this dis- 
patch is July 31, days before.the Ger- 
mans entered Belgium. 


But placing these two things entirely 
aside, as well as the new evidence, said 
to have just been found in the archives 
at Brussels, that Belgium had by her 
agreements with Great Britain forfeited 
every claim to even ordinary neutrality 
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in case of a war between Germany and 
Great Britain, I find in the British 
“White Paper ” itself, No. 123, not only 
ample justification, but absolute neces- 
sity, from a military point of view, for 
a German army advancing against 
France, not only to pass through Bel- 
gium, but to occupy Belgium. This 
number of the “ White Paper” is a com- 
munication dated Aug. 1 from Sir Ed- 
ward Grey to Sir E. Goschen, British 
Ambassador in Berlin. In it Sir Ed- 
ward Grey informed Sir E. Goschen that 
the German Ambassador in London asked 
him “whether, if Germany gave a 
promise not to violate Belgian neutrality, 
we, Great Britain, would remain neu- 
tral,” and that he [Grey] replied that he 
“could not say that,’ that he did not 
think Great Britain “could give a 
promise of neutrality on that condition 
alone”; further, Sir Edward Grey says: 
“The Ambassador pressed me as to 
whether I could not formulate conditions 
on which we would remain neutral. He 
even suggested that the integrity of 
France and her colonies might be guar- 
anteed. I said that I felt obliged to re- 
fuse definitely any promisé to remain 
neutral on similar terms, and I could 
only say that we must keep our hands 
free.” 


The Necessary Invasions. 


After this Sir Edward Grey declared in 
Parliament, according to newspaper re- 
ports, that Great Britain stood, as to Bel- 
gian neutrality, on the same ground as in 
1870. With all due respect, I cannot so 
understand it. In 1870 Great Britain re- 
mained neutral in a war between the 
North German Union and France, and, 
with the North German Union, guaran- 
teed Belgium against invasion by France, 
and, with France, guaranteed Belgium 
against invasion by the North German 
Union. On Aug. 1, 1914, the German 
Empire asked Great Britain to do virtual- 
ly the same thing, and Great Britain re- 
fused. It is, therefore, Germany who 
stood in 1914 on the same ground, with 
regard to Belgium neutrality, as she did 
in 1870, and it is Great Britain who shift- 
- ed her position and virtually gave notice 
that she herself would become a bel- 


ligerent. It was this notice served by 
Sir Edward Grey on the German Am- 
bassador in London on Aug. 1, 1914, 
which made the occupation of Belgium 
an absolute military necessity to the 
safety of the German armies advancing 
against France. Otherwise they would, 
so far as the wit of man could divine, 
have left their right flank exposed to the 
advance of a British army through Bel- 
gium, and there certainly was no Ger- 
man commander so absolutely bereft of 
all military knowledge or instinct as to 
have committed so patent an error. 


Belgium has Great Britain to thank 
for every drop of blood shed by her peo- 
ple, and every franc of damage inflicted 
within her territory during this war. 
With a million of German soldiers on her 
eastern border demanding unhindered 
passage through one end of her terri- 
tory, under the pledge of guarding her 
independence and integrity and reim- 
bursing every franc of damage, and no 
British force nearer than Dover, across 
the Channel, it was one of the most in- 
considerate, reckless, and selfish acts 
ever committed by a great power when 
Sir Edward Grey directed, as is stated in 
No. 155 of the British “ White Paper,” 
the British Envoy in Brussels to inform 
the “ Belgian Government that if pres- 
sure is applied to them by Germany to 
induce them to depart from neutrality, 
his Majesty’s Government expects that 
they will resist by any means in their 
power.” 

It is plain enough that Great Britain 
was not thinking so much of protecting 
Belgium as of Belgium protecting her, 
until she could prepare to attack Ger- 
many in concert with Russia and France. 
She was willing to let Belgium, yea al- 
most to command Belgium, to take the 
fearful risk of complete destruction in 
order that she might gain a little time in 
perfecting the co-operation of Russia 
and France with herself for the crushing 
of Germany, and in order to hold the 
public opinion of neutral powers, es- 
pecially of the United States of Amer- 
ica, in leash under the chivalrous issue 
of protecting a weaker country, which 
she has done little or nothing to protect, 
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but which she could have effectively pro- 
tected by simply remaining. neutral her- 
self. 

We Americans have been greatly con- 
fused in mind in regard to the issues of 
this war. We have confounded causes 
and occasions and purposes and _ inci- 
dents until it has become almost impos- 
sible for any considerable number of us 


to form a sound and correct judgment 
in regard to it. But we shall emerge 
from that nebulous condition. We are 
beginning to see more clearly now, and 
it would not surprise me greatly if the 
means used for producing our confusion 
would some day come back, if not to 
plague the consciences, at least to foil 
the purposes of their inventors. 


Reply to Prof. Burgess 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 


ROF. BURGESS’S amazing com- 
P munication on Belgian neutrality 
omits an essential piece of evi- 
dence. Granting, for the sake of 
argument, that the German Empire 
might repudiate all treaty obligations of 
the earlier German confederations, (very 
odd law, this;) granting also the still 
- more novel plea that Belgium had out- 
grown the need and the privilege of 
neutralization, Germany had agreed to 
treat all neutral powers under the fol- 
lowing provisions of The Hague Con- 
ventions of 1907 concerning the rights 
and duties of neutral powers: 
1. The territory of neutral powers is 
inviolable. 
2. Belligerents are forbidden to move 
troops or either munitions of war or sup- 
plies across the territory of a neutral 


power. 
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5. A neutral power must not allow any 
of the acts referred to in Articles 2 to 4 
to occur on its territory. 
This pledge the German Empire had 
solemnly made only seven years ago. It 


would seem that Prof. Burgess may ac- 
cept the distinction ably made by Prof. 
Miinsterberg between “ pledges of na- 
tional honor” and mere “ routine agree- 
ments,” placing Hague treaties in the 
latter category. 

The allegation that France and Eng- 
land secretly did unneutral acts in Bel- 
gium is as yet without proof of any sort, 
and must be interpreted by the common- 
sense consideration that a neutral Bel- 
gium was a defensive bulwark for 
France and England. To have tampered 
with her neutrality would have been 
motiveless folly. How much more decent 
and moral than Prof. Burgess’s meticu- 
lous weighing of national reincorporation 
as a means of evading national obliga- 
tions is Chancellor Hollweg’s robust plea 
of national necessity! Prof. Burgess’s 
whole moral and mental attitude in this 
case seems to be that of a corporation 
lawyer getting a trust out of a hole 
under the Statute of Limitations or by 
some reorganizing dodge. 

FRANK JEWETT MATHER, Jr. 

Princeton, N. J., Nov. 4, 1914. 


America’s Peril in Judging Germany 


By William M. Sloane. 


Late Seth Low Professor of History at Columbia University ; ex-President 
National Institute of Arts and Letters and of the American Historical Asso- 
ciation; was secretary of George Bancroft, the historian, in Berlin, 1873-5; 


author of works on French History. 


TT: American public has been 
carefully trained to avoid en- 
tanglement with foreign affairs. 

This European war was so un- 
expected, so entirely unforeseen, that we 
were at first bewildered, and then ex- 
asperated, by our unreadiness to meet 
our own emergencies. 

In our effort to fix responsibility we 
then became partisan to the verge of 
moral participation and had to be called 
to our senses by the wise proclamation 
and warning of our Chief Magistrate. 

Western Europe is a nearer neighbor 
than either Central or Eastern, and what 
stern censors permit us to know is nicely 
calculated to arouse our prejudice on one 
side or the other. Believing that, owing 
to cable cutting and neutrality restric- 
tions of wireless, as yet the plain truth 
is not available, we ask for a suspension 
of judgment on both sides in order that 
our Government may enjoy the undivided 
support of all American citizens in its de- 
sire to secure a minimum of disturbance 
to the normal course of our commercial, 
industrial, and agricultural life by con- 
vulsions that are not of our making. 

Fairness to ourselves means justice in 
the formation and expression of opinion 
about not one or two but all the partici- 
pants in a struggle for European ascen- 
dency, with which we have nothing to do 
except as overwhelming victory for either 
side might bring on a struggle for world 
ascendency, with which, unhappily, we 
might have much to do. To contemplate 
such a terrible event should sober. us; 
the best preparation for it is absolute 
neutrality in thought, speech, and con- 
duct. 


Our own history since independence is 
an unbroken record of expansion and 
imperialism. Our contiguous territories 
have been acquired by compulsion, 
whether of war, of purchase, of occupa- 
tion, or of exchange. We have taken 
advantage of others’ dire necessity in the 
case of Great Britain, France, Spain, 
Russia, and Mexico. 


To rectify our frontier we compelled 
the Gladsden Purchase within the writ- 
er’s lifetime. As to our non-contiguous 
possessions, we hold them by the right of 
conquest or revolution, salving our con- 
sciences with such cash indemnity as we 
ourselves have chosen to pay, and even 
now we are considering what we choose 
to pay, not what a disinterested court 
might consider adequate, for the good- 
will of the United States of Colombia, a 
good-will desired solely and entirely for 
an additional safeguard to the Panama 
Canal and a prop to the policy or doctrine 
substituted by the present Administra- 
tion for the moribund Monroe Doctrine. 

In no single instance of virtual annex- 
ation or protectorate have we consulted 
by popular vote either the desires of 
those inhabiting the respective territories 
annexed or The Hague Tribunal. In evy- 
ery case we have had one single plea and 
one only—self-interest. 

The entire American continent south of 
our frontier we have closed to all Euro- 
pean settlement, thereby maintaining for 
more than a century in a magnificent ter- 
ritory an imperfect civilization which 
makes a sorry use of natural resources 
which could vastly improve the condition 
of all mankind if properly used. 

This is the light in which European na- 
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tions see us; our identity in this policy 
from the dawn of our national existence 
onward they consider a proof of our na- 
tional character. It differs in no respect 
from their own policies except in one. 


But for them this exception is basic. 
We are a composite folk and they are 
homogeneous, their blend being approx- 
imately complete. They have one lan- 
guage, one tradition, one set of institu- 
tions and laws; a unity of literature, 
habits, and method in life. Some Euro- 
pean States are composite, but each 
component part claims and cultivates its 
own style and its own principles; each 
announces itself as a nationality with a 
life to be maintained and a destiny to be 
wrought out somehow, either in peace or 
in conflict. 


With perhaps a single exception, they 
have an overflow of population, due to 
natural generation, for the comfort and 
happiness of which they seek either an 
expansion of territory or an improvement 
in the productivity of their home lands; 
for those who must emigrate they pas- 
sionately desire the perpetuation of their 
nationality, with all it implies. 

In these respects they do not differ 
from us, except that perhaps we are 
more determined and imperious. We 
eannot think politically in any other 
terms than those of democratic govern- 
ment, either direct or representative. 

At the present hour we are engaged 
in the very dubious experiment of direct 
popular legislation and administration. 
We are trying to change our Government 
radically, discarding its representative 
form for that of delegation. The re- 
motest cause of this is the desire to amal- 
gamate all our elements into homo- 
geneity. So far this policy has resulted 
in a demand, not for equality of political 
and civil rights, but for its overthrow, 
substituting laws intended to create 
social and economic equality by means of 
class legislation. 


These facts are not to the edification 
of other civilized States, and subject us 
to harsh and contemptuous criticism. 

It is likewise very interesting that ap- 
parently the American people believe in 


a monarchical democracy. One of our 
typical first citizens has recently ex- 
pressed his antipathy to the phrases “ My 
monarchy,” “My loyal people,” “My 
loyal subjects,” used by one of the Ger- 
man monarchs in summoning the nation 
to war, as implying a dynastic or per- 
sonal ownership of men. 


Averse from Militarism. = 


The American masses dislike the sound 
of supreme war lord, but gladly admit 
their own Chief Magistrate to be Com- 
mander in Chief of the army and navy. 
To our ears the three German words are 
offensive, and well they may be, for in 
the treacherous literal translation they 
are willful perversion; but the much 
stronger English words are a delight to 
our democracy. 


The phrases of monarchy are con- 
stantly used in Great Britain by its King 
and its Emperor, but give no offense 
to his “loyal subjects,” even the most 
radical, who delight in them, as appar- 
ently do our people of British origin. 
Why do they give such deep offense 
when employed by the German Govern- 
ment through its King and Emperor? 
The social stratification of Germany is 
not as marked as that of Great Britain; 
its aristocracy is far less powerful; and 
Edward VII. proved that an adroit and 
willful English monarch could involve 
his “loyal people” deeper in harmful, 
secret alliances than William II., whose 
alliances and policies were and are un- 
concealed. 


One of our greatest historians has 
earned a brilliant reputation in the con- 
clusive proof that oceans are the world’s 
highways, while its continents are its 
barriers. To the term “ militarism” we 
attach an opprobrious meaning; mili- 
tarism is the more infamous in exact 
proportion to its efficiency. "We have 
been at little pains to define it, and as 
to certain of its aspects are curiously 
complacent. 

The basic principle of our own nation- 
ality has long been the very vague Mon- 
roe Doctrine, by the assertion of which 
we have prevented the establishment on 
our nearest and remotest frontiers of 
strong military powers, which might in 
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certain events compel us to maintain a 
powerful and numerous standing army, 
or even introduce the compulsory mili- 
tary service of all voters, (women, of 
course, excepted.) 


Yet we propose to fight if necessary 
in order to prevent fighting, and to this 
end maintain the second strongest and, 
for its size, the most efficient fleet in 
the world. This is our militarism; that of 
Great Britain has been to maintain a 
fleet double our own or any other in size, 
for it is her basic principle to maintain 
an unquestioned supremacy on the high- 
ways of commerce. To this we have 
meekly assented, while other nations ab- 
sorb our carrying trade and our flag 
waves over a fleet of perhaps a dozen 
respectable oceangoing trading and pas- 
senger ships. It is under her rather pa- 
tronizing protection that we fight our 
foreign wars and by pressure from her 
that we manage the Panama Canal with 
nice and honorable attention to her inter- 
pretation of a treaty capable of quite a 
different one. Whether or not this be 
“militarism” of the utmost efficiency 
by sea is not difficult to decide. But we 
have never styled it infamous. 


While I am writing, Germans, whose 
basic principle is the most efficient 
“militarism ” by land, are publishing all 
abroad that the “ militarism ” of France 
must be forever stamped out, so that 
they may dwell at peace in the lands 
which are their home. 


Within a generation France has accu- 
mulated a colonial empire second only to 
that of Great Britain, while she has in- 
cessantly demanded the reintegration of 
German lands, and especially a German 
city which she arbitrarily annexed and 
held by “militarism” for about five 
generations. The “militarism” of a re- 
public and a democracy which retains the 
essential features of Napoleonic adminis- 
tration has been quite as efficient as that 
of a monarchical democracy like Great 
Britain, and may easily prove more effi- 
cient than that of a monarchy like Ger- 
many. 

Why should it be more infamous or 
barbarous in one case than the other? 


And with what is this efficient military 
democracy allied in the closest ties? 


With Russia, an Oriental despotism 
which by the aid of French money has 
developed a “militarism” by land so 
portentous in numbers, dimension, and 
efficiency that its movements are com- 
parable to those of Attila’s Huns. 
Escaped Russians in Western lands are 
denouncing German “ militarism ” as the 
incubus of the world. 


Which of the two should Americans 
regard as the greater danger? 


Menaces to Our Neutrality. 


It has wrung our hearts to consider 
the violation of Belgian néutrality, for 
which both France and eventually even 
Great Britain have long been prepared, 
but the latter has with little or no pro- 
test arranged with the “bear that walks 
like a man” to disregard contemptuously 
the neutrality of Persia in arranging 
spheres of influence, exactly as Japan, 
another ally, is contemptuously disre- 
garding the ‘neutrality of China, the 
new “republic” we were in such haste 
to recognize that we had to use the cable. 
And what about Korea? It is a Japanese 
province in contravention of the most 
solemn guarantees of its integrity. 

Leaving aside for the moment certain 
considerations like these, and they might 
easily be indefinitely amplified, which 
should compel Americans to unbiased 
consideration for others and preclude a 
dangerous partiality, let us ask ourselves 
how in the event of mediation we could 
be an impartial pacificator, behaving as 
we have hitherto done. The attitude of 
our Government has been strictly neutral, 
neutral to the verge of utter self-abnega- 
tion; and, as some regard it, timidity. 

But rock-fast as any democratic mag- 
istrate may be, public opinion must and 
does influence him. Rightly or wrongly 
his agents would be even more complete- 
ly dominated, and rightly or wrongly 
they would be suspect in view of our 
terrific partisanship on both sides since 
the commencement of hostilities. 

The efficiency of Government organs 
in “producing the goods,” the terrific 
power of organization on one side and 
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mass on the other, have been considered 
a menace to world equilibrium. 

Whichever way the decision falls, the 
scrutiny of Europe will be turned to us. 
Unless observation and instinct be utter- 
ly at fault, we have for more than a 
decade been, after Germany, the worst- 
hated nation of all that are foremost. 

It is pre-eminently our affair to mind 
our own business, as others have minded 
theirs. Without cessation of noise and 
fury in America this is impossible. 

Indeed, our emotional storms have al- 
ready furnished proof of how we are 
incapacitated from either enforcing our 
rights as neutrals or seizing by the fore- 
lock the opportunity afforded to us as 
neutrals and from enjoying the unques- 
tioned privileges of neutrality. 


It is not altogether edifying to think 
that the close of the European struggle, 
be it long or short, will probably find our 
ocean. commerce substantially where it 
was at the beginning, and that conflicts 
which were not of our making will have 
been fought out before we are able to 
secure our share of the world markets. 
Apparently the leaders in commerce, in- 
dustry, and trade, like the lawmakers and 
administrators, are paralyzed by the im- 
perative necessity of aiding panic- 
stricken tourists and panicstricken stay- 
at-homes. Apparently, too, our people 
are suffering more in purse and general 
comfort than the actual combatant na- 
tions. 


Clamorous for American sympathy and 
cash, we have on our shores embassies 
from the belligerents, pleading their re- 
spective virtues and sorrows. 

Why, after all, should our chiefest con- 
cern be with them? Surely we may be 
good Samaritans without a total disre- 
gard of our own interests and a blind- 
ness to opportunity verging on impotency. 
There is no immorality in the proper play 
of self-interest. It is the conflict of in- 
terests which creates morality. But the 
spectators, even the maddest baseball 
“fans,” do not play the game nor train 
for it. It is high time we ceased wasting 
our energies in emotions and vain babble. 

At this writing the first line of de- 
fense against the Oriental deluge is en- 


to excess 


dangered. The Slav individually and in 
his primitive culture is altogether charm- 
ing. He is a son of the soil, picturesque 
in life and creative; he is minstrel and 
poet, seer. But so far he is the carrier 
of a low civilization, the prophet, priest, 
and king of autocracy and absolutism. 
Never has there been a time in history 
when the higher civilization was not in 
a savage struggle for existence. It is 
almost the first time in three centuries 
that the highest civilizations were in 
alliance with the lowest; not since the 
pugnacious Western powers of Europe 
sued for favor at the Sublime Porte. 


In Peril of the Whirlwind. 


This ought to be a very sobering spec- 
tacle, but it seems to arouse the de- 
lighted enthusiasm of an American ma- 
jority. For such an aberration there is 
but a single and efficient remedy: 
absorption in our own affairs, the dis- 
criminating study of efficient methods 
to prevent our being caught up by a 
whirlwind, even the outer edges of 
which may snatch us into the vortex. 


To change the metaphor, we revel in 
the pleasant propulsion of the mael- 
strom’s rim, unaware that every instant 
brings us closer to dangers, escape from 
which would demand herculean effort. 
Irresponsible emotions are, like those of 
the novel and the stage, when intensified 
utterly incompatible with 
action. And just such a paralysis seems 
for six long weeks to have lamed the 
highest powers of America. 


The proportionate increase in popula- 
tion among the European powers is over- 
whelmingly in favor of the Slavs. Their 
rate of increase by natural generation is 
nearly three times that of even the Ger- 
mans, with the result that by the intro- 
duction of enforced military service into 
Eastern Europe, (excepting Hungary 
and perhaps Rumania,) the military bal- 
ance of power has been completely 
changed. 


The wars among the Balkan States, 
including Turkey, have put on foot ar- 
mies of a dimension hitherto undreamed 
of among the South Slavs, and the army 
of Russia is probably two and a half 


AMERICA’S PERIL IN JUDGING GERMANY 


519 


times larger than it could have been 
thirty-five years ago. 

The method by which Eastern Europe 
has succeeded in financing itself is rather 
mysterious. We know, of course, that 
the original Franco-Russian Alliance was 
based on reciprocal interests, and that 
large sums of French money flowed into 
Russia, which partly developed the nat- 
ural resources of Russia and were partly 
in the shape of loans that in all likeli- 
hood were used for war material. 


Slavs in Germany. 

The conflict between the Slavs and 
the Teutons all along the line on which 
they border has therefore been in two 
ways intensified. In the first place, just 
in proportion as Germany has become 
an industrial State, the field work has 
been intrusted to immigrant Slavs, some 
of whom come only for the season and 


return, but a very large number of them’ 


—estimated at the present moment at 
close to a million—have substantially set. 
tled within the borders of the German 
Empire. That is to say, there is a con- 
stant injection of 1% per cent. of Slavic 
blood into the territories of the German 
Empire. — 

Suppose now that Russia should suc- 
ceed in establishing the protectorate over 
all Slavs which she desires, and at the 
same time should press back the Germans 
on that. border line, something very 
closely approximating a new migration 
of peoples in Europe will take place. 

As far as I know the German feeling, 
expressed both privately and publicly, 
officially and unofficially, they have 
hoped to maintain their complete con- 
sanguinity, if not homogeneity, within 
the lands they regard as their home; 
and their preparations for war, their in- 
crease of their military strength, have 
been made, professedly at least, solely in 
the interest of defense. Americans can 
simply not realize—it is impossible for 
them to realize—the difference in the de- 
gree of civilization and culture on either 
side of a purely artificial boundary line. 

Very fortunately it has entered the 
minds of several people lately to write 
to the newspapers about the unhappy 
‘confusion that comes from the use of 


words in a meaning which at home they 
do not connote at all. Take, for example, 
the whole question of militarism. As we 
see it, it is a matter altogether of de- 
gree. For defense against what the Ger- 
man considers the most terrible danger 
that he personally has to confront, it 
has been necessary from time to time to 
change both the size and the composition 
of his forces, whether offensive or defen- 
sive, and they therefore have introduced 
compulsory military service, an idea 
which has always been very offensive to 
Anglo-Saxons, but which in cases of dire 
necessity they have been compelled to 
utilize themselves, as, for example, dur- 
ing our own civil war, the abandonment 
of voluntary enlistment and the introduc- 
tion of the draft. 


Now, the compulsory military service 
of the German means that every man is 
for a period of his life drafted and trained 
as a soldier. Forty years ago there 
were a great many men who escaped by 
reason of one or another provision of the 
law. That number was steadily di- 
minished until within eighteen months, 
when finally it was proclaimed that every 
German who could endure the severity of 
that training must undergo it, and that 
was due to the fact that the military bal- 
ance of power of which I spoke had been 
so completely changed by the re-arma- 
ment of Russia and by the formation of 
the South Slav armies in the Balkan Pe- 
ninsula. 


As a parallel we might imagine, not 
one troublesome neighbor, but four. We 
might imagine a tremendous military 
power developed in Canada, and we 
might imagine a hostile military power 
on the Atlantic side and another one on 
the Pacific side, in which case we would 
beyond a question have to expand our 
inchoate militarism, just in proportion as 
we came to feel the necessity for a strong 
physical defensive or offensive in the 
way of a great standirg army, and we 
probably would do it without any hesi- 
tation. 

Now, Germany has not any really bit- 
ter foe on the north, although there is no 
love lost between the Germans and the 
Scandinavians; but it has an embittered 
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foe on the east, and another one on the 
west, and what has proved to be an em- 
bittered foe upon the water and a very 
lukewarm neutral State on the south, a 
State which had joined in alliance with 
her. 


Italy had joined what Italy considered 
a defensive alliance, but not an offensive 
alliance, and chose to regard the out- 
break of this war as an offensive move- 
ment on the part of Germany, and for 
that reason has refused to participate in 
the struggle. 

I say for that reason because, having 
been accustomed to reading, all my life, 
long diplomatic documents, really having 
been trained, you might say, almost in 
the school of Ranke, who was the in- 
augurator of an entirely new school of 
historical writing based on the criticism 
of historical papers, I have come to real- 
ize that the dispatches of trained diplo- 
mats are for the most part purely formal, 
and that while these respective publica- 
tions of Great Britain and of Germany 
have a certain value, yet nevertheless the 
most important plans are laid in the em- 
brasures of windows, where important 
men stand and talk so that no one can 
hear, or they are arranged and often 
times amplified in private correspondence 
which does not see the light until years 


afterward, and that the most important * 


historical documents are found in the 
archives of families, members of which 
have been the guiding spirits of Euro- 
pean policy and politics. 

So that what the secret diplomacy of 
the last years may have been is as yet 
utterly unknown, and certainly will not 
be known for the generation yet to come 
and perhaps for several generations. 
The student in almost any European 
capital is given complete access to every- 
thing on file in the archives, including 
secret documents, only down to a certain 
date. That date differs in various of 
these storehouses, but I think in no case 
is it later than 1830. 

If you ask why, there are the sensi- 
bilities of families to be considered, there 
is the question of hidden policies which 
they do not care to reveal, and then 
there is the whole matter of who the 


examining student is. For instance, 
certain very important papers were ab- 
solutely denied to me, as an American, 
in Great Britain—or at least excuses 
were made if they were not absolutely 
denied—which were opened to an Eng- 
lishman who was working upon the same 
subject at about the same time. 

The reason for such observations at 
the present hour-is plain enough. Public 
opinion is formed upon what the public 
is permitted to know, and is not formed 
upon the actual facts which the public 
is not permitted to know. And for that 
reason Americans, remote as we are from 
the sources of information, and espe- 
cially remote from that most delicate of 
all indications, the pulse of public opin- 
ion in foreign countries, ought to be 
extremely slow to commit themselves to 
anything. 

Attack on Sir Edward Grey. 


Now, we have just had a very inter- 
esting incident. THE NEw York TIMES 
printed recently what the British call 
their ““ White Paper,” as well as the Ger- 
man “ White Paper.” The editors of our 
most important journals announced that 
they had read and studied those papers 
with care, and that on the face of those 
papers, beyond any peradventure, Ger- 
many was the aggressor. German mili- 
tarism had flaunted itself as an insult 
in the face of Europe. Germany had 
violated neutrality, Germany had com- 
mitted almost every sin known to inter- 
national law, and therefore the whole 
German procedure was to be reprobated. 

Within a very short time a Labor 
member of Parliament, J. Ramsay Mac- 
donald, rises in his place, able and fear- 
less, and, on the basis of the “ White 
Paper,” as published and put in the hands 
of the British public, attacks Sir Edward 
Grey for having so committed Great Brit- 
ain in advance to both Russia and France 
that, in spite of the representations of 
the German Ambassador, he dared not 
discuss the question of neutrality. This 
member of Parliament manifestly belongs 
to the powerful anti-war party of Great 
Britain, a party two of whose members, 
John Burns and Lord Morley, resigned 
from the Cabinet rather. than condone 
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iniquity; a party which before the out- 
break of the war made itself heard and 
felt, and protested against the partici- 
pation of Great Britain, desiring locali- 
zation of the struggle. 

Mr. Macdonald says that in his opin- 
ion this talk about the violation of Bel- 
gian neutrality, from the point of view 
of British statesmen, is absurd, because 
as long ago as 1870 the plans for the 
use of Belgium, both by France and by 
Germany—in other words, the violation 
of its neutrality—were in the British 
War Office, and that Mr. Gladstone rose 
in his place and said he was not one of 
those whose opinion was that a formal 
guarantee should stand so far in thwart- 
ing the natural course of events as to 
commit Great Britain to war; and that 
has been the announced and avowed 
policy of Great Britain all the way down 
since 1870, and that therefore talk about 
the violation of Belgian neutrality is a 
mere pretext. 


That is another instance of this secret 
agreement that goes on, which so com- 
mits a man like Sir Edward Grey that 
in the pinch, when the German Ambas- 
sador substantially proposed to yield 
everything to him and asked him for his 
proposition, he cannot make any. 

These facts are in the “ White Paper.” 
As far as I know, no editor in the United 
States who claims to have studied thor- 
oughly that “White Paper” has ever 
brought this out, and they had not been 
published in that paper at the time when 
Sir Edward Grey and Mr. Asquith made 
their respective speeches and committed 
the British Nation to the war. 

Another unhappy use of language 
which has been noted in the public press 
is due to the literal translation of words. 
Americans simply do not know what the 
word Emperor means. To most of them 
it connotes the later Roman Emperors, 
or the autocratic Czar of Russia, or the 
short-lived but autocratic quality of Na- 
poleon III., so that when we use the 
word Emperor we are thinking of an 
absolutely non-existing personage, unless 
it be the Czar of Russia. 

We like very much to make sport of 
phrases from languages unfamiliar to us, 


and we enjoy the jokes of ludicrous trans- 
lations, and so we take the term “ Obers- 
ter Kriegsherr” and we translate it 
“ Supreme War Lord.” What conception 
the average American forms of that is 
manifest. Whereas, as a matter of fact 
—and this has already been pointed out 
both in conversation and in public prints 
—the term means nothing in the world 
but Commander in Chief of the German 
Empire, has not any different relation 
whatsoever in the substance of its mean- 
ing than that which Presidents of the 
United States have been in time of 
supreme danger to the country. Mr. 
Lincoln was just as much an “ Oberster 
Kriegsherr ” at one period of his term 
as the German Emperor could ever be; 
in fact, rather more. 


Sherman’s March to the Sea. 


In truth, the sense of outrage which 
Americans feel over the horrors of war, 
while most creditable to them, is very 
often based upon an ignorance of the 
rules and regulations of so-called civil- 
ized warfare, and upon a sentimentality, 
which, though also very creditable, is un- 
fortunately not one of the factors in the 
world’s work. It would not hurt Amer- 
icans occasionally to recall Sherman’s 
march to the sea, during which every 
known kind of devastation occurred, or 
to recall Gen. Hunter’s boast that he had 
made the Valley of Virginia such a desert 
that a crow could not find sustenance 
enough in it to fly from one side to the 
other, and yet at that time, in what we 
considered the supreme danger to our 
country, the conduct of those men was 
approved, and they themselves were al- 
most deified for their actions. 


While parallels are dangerous and the 
existence of one wrong does not make 
another action right, yet at the same 
time a very considerable amount of open- 
mindedness must be exercised in a neu- 
tral country when regarding the pas- 
sionate devotions of combatant nations to 
their culture, to their safety, to their 
interest; and it should be recalled that 
in the heats and horrors of war it is ex- 
tremely difficult, however trained or 
disciplined troops may be, to prevent out- 
rages, and that so far as we have gone 
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in accurate infomation the least that can 
be said is that it is slowly dawning upon 
us that horror for horror and outrage for 
outrage there has been no overwhelming 
balance on either side. 

The Allies (this interview was reccived 
Tuesday morning) firmly believe that 
the struggle on the west is so indecisive 
up to this time that what will count for 
them is the.duration of the war. Lloyd 
George has just said, not in the exact 
language, but virtually, what Disraeli 
said in 1878: “ We don’t want to fight; 
but, by jingo, if we do we have got the 
ships, we have got the men, we have got 
the money, too.” Those are the words 
that brought into use the expression 
“ jingoists.” 

Now, Lloyd George said the other day 
that it was the money which in the long 
run would count and that Great Britain 
had that; and the meetings that are held 
to induce Englishmen to enlist are ad- 


dressed by speakers who meet with lots - 


of applause when they say: “We may 
not be able to put the same number of 
men into*the field immediately that Ger- 
many was able to put or Russia was able 
to put, but in the long run, considering 
the attitude of all the different parts of 
our empire, we will be able to put just 
as many men, and therefore time is on 
our side both as regards force in the field 
and money to sustain it.” (The London 
Times confesses that enlistment in Ire- 
land is a failure.) 


Lloyd George says that for a com- 
paratively short time England’s enemies 
can finance themselves and be very 
efficient, but that as time passes they 
unquestionably will exhaust not only 
their pecuniary means but their resources 
of men as well. That is his position 
at this time. Therefore, it does appear 
as if the long duration of the war was a 
thing desired, at least in Great Britain, 
as being their hope of victory. Both 
Great Britain and France are wealthy 
countries. Just how wealthy Germany is 
I do not think they realize, nor do we 
know, nor what its ultimate resources 
can be. 


Now, looking at the allied line as a 
whole, we will suppose that the German 


forces were overwhelmingly triumphant 
in France, and suppose, likewise, which 
is by no means as strong a hypothesis, 
that Russia is overwhelmingly victorious 
against Austria and the Eastern German 
Army; then, of course, you have the 
situation in which that one of the Allies 
which is triumphant will assert its lead- 
ership in the terms of peace that will be 
reached, and would have the hegemony, 
as we call it, of all Europe. 


Russia’s Position. 


So that the defeat of the Allies in the 
west and their overwhelming success in 
the east would compel the acceptance, in 
any peace that might be made, of such 
terms as Russia chose to dictate. She 
would have to be satisfied, otherwise 
there would only be one outcome of it; 
that is, of course, if Great Britain and 
France could not accept those terms, 
there would be a rupture, and stranger 
things have been seen than Germany, 
France, and Great Britain fighting 
against Russia. 

Stranger things than that have been 
seen; such changes in the alliances be- 
tween States have occurred at intervals 
from the seventeenth century onward in 
Europe, a phase of the subject that is 
too lengthy to discuss here, but which 
every student of history knows all about. 
And it is thinkable that they might occur 
again. 

Suppose, on the other hand, that the 
Germans should imitate Frederick the 
Great, which is not so preposterous as 
appears on the face of it, because of 
comparatively easy means of transporta- 
tion, and should be able to make suc- 
cessive victoricus dashes, first in the 
east and then in the west, backward and 
forward; leadership would be hers, and 
France would be a minor power for years 
to come. 

Probably peace might come more 
quickly if neither side should be abso- 
lutely victorious than otherwise. But 
for the moment I think that the agree- 
ment among the Allies is a very por- 
tentous thing, as far as the duration of 
the war is concerned. 

“Do you think that any secret agree- 
ment may exist; that France even now 
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may have made an agreement with Ger- 
many?” Mr. Sloane was asked. 

I cannot think so. I think it very evi- 
dent there is no such secret agreement. 
If one existed it would be much more 
likely to be between Russia and Ger- 
many. You remember the development 
of Prussia, which is, of course, the com- 
manding State in the German Empire, 
occurred by its careful conservation of 
the policy which was laid down in the 
political will of Frederick the Great, 
that of keeping friends with Russia. 

The fact of the matter is, Prussia was 
saved in the Napoleonic wars by the act 
of Gen. Yorck at Tauroggen, when he sud- 
denly abandoned the French and went 
over to the Prussians, and while Russia 
has within half a generation become in- 
tensely bitter against Germany, yet it is 
true that the Baltic Provinces, in which 
the gentry and the burghers are Ger- 
mans, have furnished most important 
administrators to the Russian Empire, 
a fact that causes much of the jealousy 
in Russia on the part of the native-born 
Russians against the Germans of the 
Baltic Provinces. Nevertheless, self-in- 
terest is a very important thing, and if 
Russia thought for a moment that France 
was going to abandon her I think she 
would turn to Germany right away. 

As time has developed the nations of 
today, it has come to be understood by 
hard-headed statesmen that those who 
conduct their respective affairs can have 
no other guiding principle than the in- 
terest of their own State, no other. 

There is a persistent feeling through- 
out the world that there is an analogy 
between the individual man and orga- 
nized society. There are books written 
to show that States must and do pass 
through the various stages through 
which an individual passes, namely, 
infancy, childhood, youth, middle age, old 
age, decay. By a perfectly natural par- 
allel the majority of men apply the same 
morality to the State which they apply 
to the individual, and they insist upon 
it that a State must be moral in every 
respect; that it must have a conscience; 
that it must have virtue; that it must 
practice self-denial; that it must not lay 


its hands on what does not belong to it. 
In short, that it must as a State or as a 
nation be “good,” in exactly the same 
sense in which a person is “good.” In 
other words, they personify the State. 

I have never heard of any speaker or 
writer who would not approve of that as 
an ideal, and who would not desire that 
the millennium should come upon earth 
now, and that exactly the same virtues 
that are held up for personal ideals 
should be held up for national ideals. 

I think we all believe that, but, as a 
matter of fact, ina world constituted as 
ours is, the one test of a good Govern- 
ment, applied by every individual, is the 
material prosperity of the people who 
live under it, and for that reason if the 
people do not at first put in power men 
who can give them material prosperity 
they will put such failures out and try 
another set of rulers, and they will go on 
and on that way until necessarily the 
policies of statesmen must be based upon 
the interest of that State whose destinies 
are in their hands. So that the only hope 
of relations between nations similar to 
those that exist between good men and 
good women is that the individuals of 
that nation, its population, its inhabit- 
ants, should consent to exercise the self- 
denying virtues; and until that point is 
reached there can be no good State in the 
sense in which there can be a good man. 
We ought all to work for it, but it is not 
here now, and there are no signs on the 
horizon of its approach. 

In a war, therefore, every statesman 
studies the resources of his nation, and 
when the time comes that it is manifest- 
ly his duty to put an end to warfare, it 
is only by the public approval that he 
dares do it, by showing that it is to their 
advantage to give up the things for which 
they went to war, in greater or less de- 
gree. . 

Armed Peace Not Disarmament. 


And the man of shrewd insight, who 
knows when that point is reached, is the 
leader who saves the face, so to speak, 
of these nations and steps in and says: 

“Now, the whole moral force of the 
civilized world must be brought to bear 
upon you to make a peace, the terms of 
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which, if possible, shall not discredit any 
of you, but at the same time shall be as 
elastic and as proportionate to your re- 
spective gains and losses as will insure 
at least a considerable period of peace, 
not an armistice, not an armed armistice, 
though it may be an armed peace.” 

We see no signs anywhere in Europe 
that disarmament has any substantial 
body of advocates in any nation. The 
basic principle hitherto of the German 
people has been to have, not the largest, 
but the strongest army; the basic prin- 
ciple of Great Britain, which sneers at 
militarism, has been not only to have the 
most powerful fleet, but twice the most 
powerful fleet. 

And what is the basic principle of the 
United States? The Monroe Doctrine, to 
have no armed neighbor which shall com- 
pel us to violate by its presence our dis- 
like for compulsory military service or 
to expend great sums for armament. 

These are basic principles in each of 
us. Now, we have been able to main- 
tain the Monroe Doctrine by simply 
showing our teeth, but whether we could 
maintain it in the future without an 


armed force sufficient to give it sanc- 
tion I think is doubtful, and for that 
reason the Monroe Doctrine has under- 
gone quite a number of modifications 
which I do not need to explain here. 


But this basic principle of ours that 
from Patagonia to the Mexican frontier 
we will suffer no armed nation of Europe 
to make permanent settlement and en- 
danger our peace is exactly the same 
sort of principle that the German holds 
when he says, “We must-have the 
strongest army,” and the same which 
the Englishman holds when he says, 
“We must have the strongest fleet.” 


I want it distinctly understood that I 
am not a partisan. I am not pro this or 
pro that or pro anything except pro- 
American, and the principal impulse I 
have in trying to clarify my mind is 
my hope that there may be an end to 
these hysterical exhibitions of partisan- 
ship, in which (throughout this neutral 
nation) men indulge who still hold too 
strongly, as I think, to the glory, honor, 
dignity, and traditions of the lands of 
their origin. 


An Answer by Prof. Ladd 


Emeritus Professor of Mental and Moral Philosophy at Yale University; 
Lecturer on Philosophy in India and Japan; has received numerous decora- 
tions in Japan, where he was guest and unofficial adviser of Prince Ito; 
ex-President of American Psychological Association. 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 
T seems strange to me that a student 
I of history with the training and 
acumen of Prof. Sloane should over- 
look or minimize the important dis- 
tinction that must hold the chief place in 
enabling us to understand the issues and 
appreciate the merits of the war now 
raging in Europe. This distinction is that 
between the German people and Ger- 
manic civilization, on the one hand, and, 
on the other, the present Constitution and 
cherished ambitions of the German Em- 
pire under the dominance of Prussia. 
The German people, by genuine processes 


of self-development, have worked out for 
themselves a veritable spiritual unity 
which manifests itself in language, laws, 
customs, and a large measure of sub- 
stantial uniformity in moral and religious 
ideals. Germanic civilization, with its 
love of order, its high estimate of educa- 
tion, its notable additions to science, 
philosophy, and art, constitutes one of 
the most noble and beneficent contribu- 
tions to the welfare of mankind. 

But the case is not at all the same with 
the German Empire as at present con- 
stituted. It is not a historical develop- 
meht, a truly national affair, as are the 
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Empire of Great Britain, the Republics 
of France and the United States, or the 
Empires of Russia and Japan. It is a 
modern combination of politically diverg- 
ent unities, forced by the ruthless but 
infinitely shrewd policy of Bismarck and 
his coadjutors, misdirected and perhaps 
driven to ruin by the man and his en- 
tourage, who, even if he is King of Prus- 
sia “by the grace of God,” is only Em- 
peror of Germany “by the will of the 
Princes.” 


We are diligently given to understand 
that all these “ Princes ” and all the Ger- 
man people have entered heart and soul 
into this war, and without the slightest 
doubt as to its righteousness and as to 
the destiny of the empire, this modern 
military autocracy, ultimately to be com- 
pletely victorious. This is hard to be- 
lieve, although it must be admitted that 
the cowardice of the Socialists and the 
obsession of the professors are remark- 
able phenomena. As to the latter, how- 
ever, we must remember their depend- 
ence on the Government, not only for 
their information and their “call” to 
speak, but also for their positions in the 
Government system of education. 

As to the significance of the two names 
most prominently quoted in this connec 
tion, I am not at all impressed, as so 
many of my colleagues appear to be. An 
intimate friend of mine some twenty 
years ago was several weeks en pension 
in the same house where Haeckel had 
his apartment, and even then he was no- 
torious for his hatred of foreigners and 
of women. Those of us who have fol- 
lowed closely his career know how often 
he has written with more than German 
professorial virulence against those who 
differed from his theory of evolution, 
and that he is at present scarcely more 
abusive of England than he has several 
times been of his own Government and 
of the State Church because his system 
was not made a matter of compulsory 
teaching. As to Eucken, the reasons for 
his obsession are quite different. In his 
case the feeling and the utterance are 


due to intellectual weakness rather than 
to virulence of passion. 

After all, however, the temper of mili- 
tary and imperial Germany under the 
dominance of Prussia has been essen- 
tially the same from the beginning. In 
illustration of this, let me quote for your 
readers from a poem of Heine, written 
as long ago as 1842. I do this the more 
readily because I have recently seen, to 
my astonishment, Heine placed beside 
Goethe as representing the better tem- 
per of the Germanic civilization as op- 
posed to the blinded judgment and im- 
moral hatred of the modern German Em- 
pire: 

Germany’s still a little child, 

But ‘he’s nursed by the sun, 

tender ; 


He is not suckled on soothing milk, 
But on flames of burning splendor. 


though 


One grows apace on such a diet; 
It fires the blood from languor; 
Ye neighbor’s children, have a care, 
This urchin how ye anger! 


He is an awkward infant giant, 
The oak by the roots uptearing; 
He’ll beat you till your backs are sore, 
And crack your crowns for daring. 


He is like Siegfried, the noble child, 
That song-and-saga wonder, 

Who, when his fabled sword was forged, 
His anvil cleft in sunder! 


To you, who will our Dragon slay, 
Shall Siegfried’s strength be given; 

Hurrah! how joyfully your nurse 
Will laugh on you from heaven! 


The Dragon’s hoard of royal gems 
You’ll win, with none to share it; 
Hurrah! how bright the golden crown 

Will sparkle when you wear it! 

But it would not be stranger than many 
other things which have happened in hu- 
man history if the defeat of .German 
military imperialism should result in re- 
storing to Europe and spreading more 
widely over the world the beneficent in- 
fluence of Germanic civilization. Cer- 
tainly they are not the same thing, and 
they do not stand or fall together. 


GEORGE TRUMBULL LADD. 
Yale University, Oct. 20, 1914. 


Possible Profits From War 


INTERVIEW WITH FRANKLIN H. GIDDINGS. 


Dr. Giddings is Professor of Sociology and the History of Civilization at 


Columbia University ; 


author of many works on sociology and political 


economy; President of Institut Internationale de Sociologie, 1913. 


By Edward Marshall. 


O man in the United States is 

N better entitled to estimate the 

probable social and economic 

outcome of the present Euro- 
pean débacle than Prof. Franklin H. 
Giddings of Columbia, one of the most 
distinguished sociologists and political 
economists in the United States. 

“Today all Europe fights,” he said to 
me, “but, also, today all Europe thinks.” 

That is an impressive sentence, with 
which he concluded our long talk, and 
with which I begin my record of it. 

He believes that this thinking of the 
men who crouch low in the drenched 
trenches and of the women who 
tragically wait for news of them will 
fashion a new Europe. 

He agrees with the remarkable opin- 
ions of President Butler, that that new 
Europe will be marked by the rise of 
democracy. 

He sees the probability of broadened 
individual opportunity in it, accompanied 
by the breaking down of international 
suspicions; and he thinks that all these 
processes, which surely make for peace, 
will surely bring a lasting peace. 

In the following interview, which Prof. 
Giddings has carefully reread, will be 
found one of the most interesting specu- 
lative utterances born of the war. 

“The immediate economic cause of the 
war,” said Prof. Giddings, “lay in the 
affairs of Servia and Austria. Servia 
had been shut in. She had been able to 
get practically nothing from, and sell 
practically nothing to, the outside world, 
save by Austria’s permission, while Aus- 
tria, with Germany professing fear of 


Slavic development, for years had been 
taking every care to prevent the Balkan 
peoples from having free access to the 
Adriatic. 

“ Some financial profit arose from this 
interning of the little States, but it is 
probable that the desire for this was all 
along entirely secondary to the fear of 
Balkan, especially Servian, political and 
economic development. 


“Tn the larger economic question Ger- 
many felt especial interest. 


“JIn a comparatively few years she 
had made the greatest progress ever 
made by any nation in an equal time, 
with the possible exception of that made 
by the United States in a similar period 
after our civil war, and it is probable 
that not even our own advance has 
equaled hers in rapidity or extent, if all 
could be tabbed up. 

“She had worked out a great manu- 
facturing scheme, she had developed an 
immense internal commerce by means of 
her railroads and her Rhine and other 
waterways, she had built up an enor- 
mous trade with Eastern Europe, West- 
ern Asia, South America, and the United 
States. 

“She had highly specialized in and 
become somewhat dependent on the pro- 
duction of articles like dyestuffs and the 
commodities of the pharmacopoeia. 

“Her shipping had advanced until it 
closely crowded England’s; her finances, 
on the whole, were well handled and her 
credit was excellent, while her wonder- 
ful system of co-operation between the 
Government and manufacturing pro- 
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ducers and commercial distributers of 
all kinds had become the admiration of 
all nations. The extent to which her 
Government facilitated foreign trade 
through obtaining and distributing cost- 
ly information might well be taken as 
the world’s. model. 


“Whatever claims be made or con- 
tested about her contributions to culture 
and theoretical science, there can be no 
argument about her material achieve- 
ments. 


German Achievements. 


“ Along every line her social organiza- 
tion of co-operation between the Govern- 
ment and the people successfully handled 
problems feared by all the outside world. 
While, as a result of the development of 
humane feeling, England and the United 
States have been saying that ignorance, 
vagabondage, and misery ought to be 
abolished, Germany has said, ‘ They shall 
be!’ And, saying it, she had actually 
commenced to abolish them. 


“She had cut down enormous wastes 
of human energy and, for the first time 
in the history of the world, had estab- 
lished an economic minimum below 
which men and families were not per- 
mitted to sink. 

“The cost of this was large; for in- 
surance, colonies for tramps and vag- 
abonds, employment agencies, and the 
like; but Germany made it pay in the 
creation of a nation built of loyal and 
efficient people. Both their loyalty and 
their efficiency have been proved and re- 
proved in the course of the present 
struggle. They had accomplished mar- 
vels, they were ready for amazing sac- 
rifices 

“Now, one of the principal reasons 
why Germany was able to do these 
things, although she probably ignored it 
and possibly would deny it, is to be found 
in the free-trade policy of England. 

“ At any time during the past twenty 
years England could have checked *Ger- 
man progress effectively by the estab- 
‘lishment of a protective tariff system 
designed to encourage her own colonies 
and other nations with whom she had 
long been on friendly and influential 
terms, to the utmost development of ex- 


clusive trade privileges designed to shut 
out Germany. Except for the long-estab- 
lished English policy of commercial free- 
dom Germany could not have accom- 
plished for herself what she has. 


“Germany has been growing rapidly. 
Her birth rate has been high, but of 
late it has been falling, and when the 
war began there were indications that she 
soon would approach the low ratio of 
population increase already character- 
istic of France, of New England and the 
Middle West in the United States, and 
lately of England. But Germany’s popu- 
lation was still a growing one and, in a 
sense, a restive one. 


“The Malthusian theory has not 
worked out in the civilized world as 
Malthus supposed it would, for the appli- 
cation of science to manufacturing, agri- 
culture, &c., has prevented increasing: 
populations from pressing upon the 
means of subsistence; but in all parts 
of the Western World the standards of 
living have been raised, the ambitions’ of 
the average man and woman have ex- 
panded. They have lived better than 
their parents lived, and they have wished 
their children to live better still. 


“ However, we can place no limit upon 
the probable expansion of human desires, 
and it is true that a population un- 
checked by the intelligent action of the 
human will tends to increase at a rate 
more rapid than that at which it is 
possible to raise the actual plane of 
human living. : 

“The speed of the working of the 
two rules is different, perhaps, but both 
are dynamic, and the population of Ger- 
many tended tu grow more rapidly than 
betterment of conditions could be pro- 
vided, even under the nation’s splendid 
governmental and commercial efficiency. 

“The natural yearning of the nation, 
therefore, was toward colonial expansion, 
and, although note that I make no 
charges against either the German Gov- 
ernment or German people, the nation 
probably has wished sovereignty over 
Western Europe, through Belgium and 
Holland to the sea. Its narrow outlet 
through Hamburg and Bremen was in- 
sufficient for its needs. 
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“Of course, its trade and economic 
advance has sometimes conflicted with 
that of other nations. It is natural for 
Germany to suppose that England tried 
to block it. However, I think that all 
the evidence which Germany has brought 
forward in proof of this is weak and im- 
probable, because England’s great source 
of revenue has been her foreign trade, 
and, above all, her carrying trade, and I 
am not partisan but stating the obvious 
when I say that England prospers when 
the rest of the world prospers, and that 
she has profited mightily through Ger- 
many’s commercial advance. 

“These facts point to the conclusion 
that Germany really had everything to 
gain by avoiding war and continuing her 
prosperous expansion along commercial 
lines, increasing the strength of her grip 
in foreign countries, as, for example, in 
South America. 

Germany’s Prosperous Commerce. 

“In South America we Americans 
were not really competing with her. She 
had studied the market and adopted the 
methods necessary to its satisfaction; we 
had not. England was relatively losing 
her hold there. In another twenty years 
Germany surely would have been one of 
the greatest commercial and manufac- 
turing nations which the world has ever 
known. So it was not economic neces- 
sity, nor pressure approaching economic 
necessity, which precipitated this war. 

“JT think the German people, as they 
professed to do, did become greatly 
alarmed over a possibility, magnified 
into a probability, that Russia, taking up 
the cause of the Balkan peoples, would 
obtain Constantinople, that Servia would 
make her way to the Adriatic, and that 
all possibility of the expansion of Ger- 
many to the southeast would be blocked, 
and Germany probably became alarmed 
over England’s intentions—there were 
many indications of something close to 
panic in Germany after it was generally 
understood that King Edward figured in 
the pact with France. 

“T, for one, do not believe that the 
German fears of England were well 
grounded; I do not believe that in the 
excitement the German mind worked dis- 


criminatingly or that it is working with 
discrimination today. I think that Ger- 
many has presented an extraordinary 
example of nation-wide mobmindedness 
in a situation which offered nothing but 
ruin through war and boundless advan- 
tages if she sat tight and waited for 
some one else to strike the first blow, 
which, then, probably never would have 
been struck. 

“So, although I have outlined what I 
think may fairly be regarded as some of 
the economic conditions contributing to 


the war, I do not think that it is entirely 


to be explained by economic causes. 

“They fail to account for the actual 
precipitation of the conflict. I think 
that there is no explanation of that, short 
of recognition of an abnormal reaction of 
the German mind to a situation the na- 
ture of which was mistaken, or, at least, 
exaggerated. 

“And, of course, there were other fac- 
tors concerning which we shall not know 
the truth for years, such as the personal 
influence of individual minds in the Ger- 
man and other Governments. It will be 
long before the complete history of the 
acts and negligence of diplomats and 
other responsible Ministers will be writ- 
ten.” 

I asked Prof. Giddings if, in his opin- 
ion, the struggle is likely to result in 
any wide and profound change in the 
economic life of the world. 


“Yes,” he replied, “I think it is sure 
to. In the first place, for at least half 
a generation, and perhaps longer, the 
producing capital of the world will be 
much smaller than it was before the war. 

“But in this speculation we must be 
cautious, because, so far, the costly war 
material which has been consumed, such 
as fortresses destroyed, guns worn out, 
ammunition consumed, soldiers’ clothing, 
and in general food, were principally ac- 
cumulated and paid for long ago. They 
have come out of the world’s past produc- 
tion, and their cost already has been 
written off. 

“The real loss, the new waste, over 
and above the devastation of Belgium 
and other lands, has been of labor, pro- 
ductive activity which would have been 
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carried on during the period of the war 
had the struggle been avoided, the de- 
struction of the lives of men in their 
economic prime, the maiming of others 
to the depletion of their future useful- 
ness and the loss to European father- 
hood. 


“But if the war lasts a long time, 
necessitating the general renewal of 
ships, fortresses, weapons, and _ stores, 
the waste will be enormous, for the actual 
money expenditure will then come out of 
funds newly accumulated or charged 
against the future, and not out of those 
set aside in the past for war purposes. 


One Great Change Occurring. 


“Thus one great economic change al- 
ready is occurring—the devastation 
wrought, the destruction of hoarded 
funds and supplies and of useful human 
life. 

“There are others which are probablé, 
but also problematical, although I think 
we fairly may take them into account. 

“Will the European nations, in settle- 
ment of their differences through final 
terms of peace, simply endeavor to 
restore the old order, drawing their lines 
of demarkation very strictly, enacting, 
for example, higher tariffs, thinking that 
along that line will lie th2 easiest way of 
re-establishing national finances? 

“Tf so, the old contentions will be per- 
petuated. It will be the old order of 
things over again. 

“We shall again have the spirit of ex- 
clusiveness fostered and the old sus- 
picions bred. The old intense competition 
of nation with nation for trade to the 
exclusion of other nations from the mar- 
kets of the world will return with its 
attendant inefficiency. 

“But, on the other hand, the world 
will be an immense gainer through the 
war if it is followed by a broad and ra- 
tional review of the whole situation and 
an adjustment of the map of Europe with 
due regard to the ambitions and legit- 
imate economic opportunities and capa- 
bilities of the various peoples. 

“This war may be the greatest good 
the world has ever known if it leaves 
‘Europe in a mental state disposed to 
broaden opportunity, to break down sus- 


Picions, to eliminate barriers, and make 
commerce much freer than it has been. 

“Then Europe’s economic recovery 
will be rapid, animosities will die quickly 
away, and every nation which is now 
involved will pregress with a new speed, 
seeing that opportunity is created only 
through superiority in fair competition. 
*“The next possibility, one far more 
nearly a probability, I think, than the 
somewhat Utopian speculation in which 
I have just indulged, is that after the 
war the world will have been deeply 
impressed by the tremendous activity of 
Germany, whether she be victor or van- 
quished. 

“What is the secret of her efficiency 
as manifested in the mobilization of her 
vast army, in her use of science in new 
military devices, in her holding of the 
elements of her national life together 
during the struggle, in her keeping her 
industries going in the face of unprece- 
dented difficulties—all:to a degree never 
before dreamed of? will be a general 
query. 

“ Other nations will study the German 
plan, asking whether it is true, as has 
been taught in America, that that Gov- 
ernment is best which governs least. 

“Tt may be that this war will result, 
entirely apart from the urgency of the 
labor problem which it will magnify, and 
wholly on the grounds of general ef- 
ficiency, in a general inquiry as to 
whether or not the time has come for 
quasi-socialistic national developments. 

“TJ think it unlikely that the war will 
give impetus to that proletarian social- 
ism which is founded on class conscious- 
ness and class struggle; but it may urge 
forward a socialistic movement based 
upon the large and fruitful idea that 
the best hope for the future is offered 
by the most complete and highly organ- 
ized co-operation of all elements, all 
interests, all agencies which in their 
combination make up national structures. 

“As a matter of fact, I am an opti- 
mist, and I believe that this is about 
what will come after this war ends. 

“To put my theory in slightly differ- 
ent terms, I believe that the conflict will 
greatly further the development of what 
perhaps may be called ‘ public socialism,’ 
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and I mean by that the highest attain- 
able organization of whole peoples for 
the production of commodities, the fur- 
therance of enterprise, and the promotion 
of the general well-being. 


“T think that when the world sobers 
up it will ask: ‘How did Germany 
do it?’ 

“Whether she wins or loses that must 
be the universal query, for whether she 
wins or loses her achievement has been 
in many ways unprecedented. 


“There can be but one answer to this 
query: She did it by an organization 
which brought together in efficient co- 
operation the individual, the quasi-pri- 
vate corporation, the public corporation, 
and the Government upon a scale never 
before seen. 

“The world is bound to take notice 
of this.” 


Will Fear Loss of Liberty. 


I asked Prof. Giddings to go beyond 
economics and to consider the war’s prob- 
able results in their broader sociological 
aspects. 

“Tf what I have predicted happens,’ 
he replied, “the democratic elements of 
society in all nations will become appre- 
hensive of the loss of liberty. 

“They will fear that in the interests 
of efficiency the perfected social order 
will impose minute and unwelcome regu- 
lations upon individual life and effort, 
and that a degree of coercive control will 
be established which will end by making 
individuals mere cogs in the machine, di- 
minishing their importance, curtailing 
their usefulness and initiative far more 
than is done by the great industrial cor- 
porations against which the working 
classes already are protesting so loudly. 

“ And not only the working people but 
a large proportion of all other classes 
will develop these fears, especially in 
those nations which, during the last cen- 
tury, have built up popular sovereignty 
and democratic freedom, as the terms 
are understood in England and America. 

“We shall hear the argument that the 
loss of individual initiative and personal 
se‘f-reliance is too great a price to pay 
even for supreme efficiency and the 


maximum production of material com- 
forts. 

“The problem which such a conflict of 
interests and opinions will present may 
be speculatively defined as that of try- 
ing to find a way to reconcile a maximum 
of efficiency organization with a maxi- 
mum of individual freedom. 

“So stating it, we have to: recognize 
that this has been the biggest problem, 
in fact the comprehensive problem, that 
man has faced throughout human his- 
tory, and the one which, really, he has 
been trying to solve by the trial and 
error method in all his social experi- 
ments. 

“Tt is the sociological as distinguished 
from the merely economic problem. 

“Human society exists because early 
in his career man discovered that mutual 
aid, or team work, is, on the whole, in 
the struggle for existence and the pur- 
suit of happiness, a more effective fac- 
tor than physical strength or individual 
cleverness. 

“ Natural selection has acted not only 
upon individuals, but, in the large sense, 
upon groups and aggregates of groups. 
The restrictions upon individual life have 
developed in the interests of groups, or 
collective efficiency. 

“On the other hand, collective effi- 
ciency has no meaning, it serves no pur- 
pose apart from the amelioration of in- 
dividual life and the development of indi- 
vidual personality. 

“So long as groups fear one another 
and fight with one another the restric- 
tions upon individual liberty must be 
extreme in the interests of the collective 
fighting efficiency of each group as a 
whole. 

“All the possibilities of personal de- 
velopment, of individual freedom, are in- 
volved in the larger possibilities of 
friendly relations between nation and 
nation. 

“ Already the co-operative instinct has 
so grown that if war and the fear of war 
could be eliminated, mankind would have 
relatively little difficulty in working out 
ways and means of combining Govern- 
mental action with individual initiative 
for purposes of economic production, edu- 
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cation, the promotion of the public 
health, and the administration of justice. 


“ All those principles and rules which 
we call Morality are, in fact, mere rules 
of the game of life. We play the game 
or do not play it; we are fair or unfair. 


“On the whole, most of us try to be 
fair because it has been found that play- 
ing the game with a sense of fairness is 
the only way in which we can succeed in 
working together for common ends with- 
out the necessity of imposing upon our- 
selves coercive rules to hold our organ- 
ization together for possible mass attack 
upon the end in view. 


“Social life, in this sense of playing 
the game fairly, has made man the su- 
perior of the brutes he sprang from. 
There is nothing mysterious or recondite 
about it. 


“Tn order to work together men must 
understand one another. Therefore, nat- 
ural selection has picked out the intelli- 
gent for survival in the social world; and 
in order to work together intelligent men 
must depend on one another, abiding by 
their covenants. 

“Therefore, again, natural selection 
has picked out what we call Morality for 
survival in the social world. The whole 
further progress of mankind would seem 
to hang upon the possibility that we can 
find a way to limit and, if possible, to 
terminate wars between nations, for only 
in that contingency can we hope to de- 
velop a social system in which a supreme 
efficiency with a maximum of individual 
liberty can be combined upon a working 
basis. 

Application of the Facts. 

“These are incontrovertible facts, and 
they find their application to the exist- 
ing European situation in various ways, 
the most important of which will appear 
in the discovery that, valuable as con- 
ventions and cevenants of nation with 
nation may be, and intolerable as any 
violation of them surely is, we cannot 
hope for general and unfailing observ- 
ance of them until the feeling of man- 
kind and the whole attitude of the world 
in respect to international as well as 
private conduct shall be that the cov- 


enants and conventions shall become, in 
a degree, unnecessary. 

“ Already it is apparent that the entire 
world, including the peoples of the 
nations at war as well as the peoples of 
the nations remaining happily at peace, 
have begun to think these thoughts and 
reflect upon their momentous impor- 
tance. 


“ Shocked and stunned as never before 
by a calamity for which we find no 
measure in past human experience, man- 
kind is bound to take at this moment a 
more sober view, a broader and more 
rational view, of the problems of re- 
sponsibility and collective conduct than 
it hitherto has been able even to attempt. 

“The world is sure to ask what things 
make for sobriety of judgment and in- 
tegrity of purpose. It is sure in future 
more carefully to weigh relative values, 
and will be disposed to count as un- 
important many things for which hither- 
to the armed men of nations have rushed 
into war. ; 

“Tn a word, this war has made the 


- whole world think as no one thing ever 


has made it think before, and, after all, 
it is upon the habit of thought that we 
must depend for all rational progress. 

“Other wars and other great events 
have fostered sentiment, much of which 
has been hopeful and useful; they have 
accomplished far-reaching economic 
changes, many of them necessary. 

“ But the reactions of this war will 
surely go beyond all previous experi- 
ence. They already are and must be, in 
a far greater measure, profoundly in- 
tellectual, and one of the consequences 
of this fact inevitably will be the broad- 
ening and deepening of the democratic 
current. 

“When peace returns it will be seen 
that democracy has received a hitherto 
unimagined impetus. Then it will be un- 
derstood that democracy, in one of its 
most important aspects, is popular think- 
ing, that it is the widest possible exten- 
sion of the sense of responsibility. 

“ A democratic world will be, all in all, 
a peace-loving world. 

“We may confidently expect far-reach- 
ing changes in the internal political or- 
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ganization of the nations now involved. 
In every nation of Europe the people are 
asking: What, after all, is this conflict 
all about? 

“They will ask this many times, and 
however they may answer it they will, 
by consequence, follow the question with 
another: Shall we go on fighting wars 
about the necessity, expedience, and 
righteousness of which we have not been 
consulted ? 

“ And to this query they will find only 
one answer—an emphatic negative. 

“Sooner or later there will be a com- 
prehensive political reorganization of Eu- 
rope, and when its day comes the rear- 
rangement will be along the lines of a 
republic rather than along the lines of 
any monarchy, however liberal. 

“Then international agreements will 
be unnecessary and ,there will be no 
treaties to be broken—no ‘scraps of 
paper’ to be disregarded. 

“ Apparently Germany has been as suc- 
cessful in training her people to think 
accurately along economic lines as she 
has been in training them to work effi- 
ciently along such lines; and that ac- 
curate thought undoubtedly is bearing 
startling fruit among the men today 
crouched in the trenches on the firing 
lines. 


Era of Individual Thought. 


“England, on the other hand, and 
France have encouraged the free and 
spontaneous life of democratic peoples. 
France and England, like the United 
States, have been training their peoples 
to think efficiently of and to appreciate 
And the 


and use liberty and initiative. 


men of these two nations are, in turn, 
exercising that ability as they crouch in 
their trenches. 

“In other words, this war has pre- 
cipitated an era of sober individual 
thought about the individual’s rights and 
responsibilities. It will everywhere 
bring about a wider political organiza- 
tion of mankind, a greater freedom of 
trade and opportunity, a more serious 
and thorough education, a more earnest, 
attention and devotion to the higher in- 
terests of life, giving such thought pref- 
erence above that overemphasis of ma- 
terial comforts which has been so 
marked a feature of recent human his- 
tory. 

“‘ All these things will make for peace; 
and another and potent influence will be 
the exhaustion of the weakened nations 
which will follow the conflict. Because 
of that very weakness Europe will turn 
its unanimous attention to the things of 
peace rather than to the things of war. 


“The new Europe is being fashioned 
by those questioning men who now are 


- lying in the trenches. 


“They are searching in the universe 
for answers to such inquiries as they 
never dreamed about before, and the 
women, worrying at home—they, too, are 
busy with a search for answers to hith- 
erto undreamed-of questions. 

“They all are pondering great things 
for the first time. Their pondering will 
be fruitful. 

“Today all Europe fights, but, also, 
today all Europe thinks. And, thinking, 
perhaps it may devise a better order, so 
that it may not ever fight again.” 


“To Americans Leaving Germany” 


A FAREWELL WORD. 


AMERICANS! 
Citizens of the United States! 


N this earnest moment in which you 
are leaving the soil of Germany 
and Berlin, take with you from 
German citizens, from representa- 

tives of trade and industry, who are 
proud to entertain friendly commercial 
relations with the United States, a 
hearty farewell coupled with the desire 
of a speedy return. 

Together with this farewell we beg 
you to do us a favor. As our guests, 
whom we have always honored and pro- 
tected, we ask you to take this paper 
with you as a memorial and to circulate 
the same among your authorities, press, 
friends, and acquaintances. 

For, we are well aware that the ene- 
mies of Germany are at work to make 
you the instruments to lower Germany’s 
people and army in the face of the whole 
world in order to deceive foreign nations 
as to Germany’s policy and economical 
power. We ask you, as free citizens face 
to face with free citizens, to circulate 
the real truth about Germany among 
your people as compared to the lies of 
our enemies. 

We beg you to take the following main 
points to heart: : 


1. The German Emperor and the Ger- 
man. Nation wanted peace. The cunning 
and breach of faith of our opponents 
have forced the sword into the hands of 
Germany. 

2. After war has been forced on us the 
German Nation, Emperor, and Reichstag 
have granted everything in the most bril- 
liant unanimity for the war. No differ- 
ence prevails in Germany any longer, no 
difference between party, confession, 
rank or position, but we are a united na- 
tion and army. 

3. Our military organization and our 
mobilization has proceeded with splendid 
precision. The mobilization was accom- 


plished during the course of a few days. 
In addition to those who are compelled 
to serve, more than 1,200,000 volunteers 
have offered their services. All civil or- 
ganizations, from the head of industry 
and finance to the smallest man down- 
ward, vie with each other in works of 
voluntary aid and welfare. 


4, In the field German arms have had 
splendid successes in the first days of 
mobilization. 

In the east the Russian enemy has 
been driven from the German frontier, in 
numerous small fights by our troops in 
conjunction with those of the Austro- 
Hungarian monarchy. By successful 
coup de mains our navy has been suc- 
cessful in damaging and alarming our 
Russian opponent in her Baltic naval 
ports. The Russian port of Libau has 
been burned down and in Russian Poland 
revolution has already begun. Russian 
mobilization is a long way from being 
accomplished, the troops are badly, poor- 
ly nourished, and many deserters sell 
their weapons and horses. 


In the west the German Army has 
gained imposing victories over Belgium 
and France. 


In Belgium, where the population un- 
fortunately committed the most barbar- 
ous atrocities against peaceful Germans ~ 
before the war broke out, comparatively 
weak German forces conquered the 
strong fortress of Liége a few days after 
the mobilization, inflicting severe damage 
on the enemy and opening up the way via 
Belgium to France. 


Valuable victories have been obtained 
over France on the Alsatian frontier to- 
ward the strong French fortress of Bel- 
fort as well as in the direction of the - 
fortress Lunéville. At Miilhausen one 
and a half French Army divisions were 
overthrown and driven back over the 
frontier with heavy losses. 

The strong and effective German fleet 
is on the watch against the English fleet. 
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England’s risk is great in staking her 
reputation as the strongest naval power 
on one throw against the German fleet. 
Further, England runs the danger that 
her large colonies, such as India and 
Egypt, will seize a moment that has been 
long desired to revolt- 


It is for the United States to utilize 
the present moment to frustrate by pow- 
erful initiative England’s endeavors to 
keep down all nations, including Amer- 
ica, in the trade and traffic of the 
world. : 


Citizens of the United States! Take 
the conviction with you to your homes 
that Germany will stake her last man 
and her last penny for victory. Ger- 
many must conquer and will conquer. 

Remember! That after a successful 
victory Germany will make new political 
and economical progress, and that Amer- 
ica, as a shrewd businesslike State and 


as a friend of Germany, will participate 
in such progress. 

Today we beg you earnestly to convey 
to your fellow-citizens that the German 


‘Nation, as the safe refuge of civilization 


and culture, has always protected the 
loyal citizens of its enemies in every 
manner in contrast to Russia, France, 
and Belgium. By circulating this short 
memorial among your fellow-citizens you 
are likewise insuring that also in the 
future the United States will learn the 
truth about Germany’s battles and vic- 
tories. Your friends here will always do 
the best in their power to supply you with 
genuine news. We wish you a happy 
voyage toward your home, so appreciated 
by all Germans, and hope to see you 
again in a victorious and prosperous 
Germany. 

REPRESENTATIVES OF GERMAN 

INDUSTRY. 
Berlin, Aug. 18, 1914. 


German Declarations 


By Rudolf Eucken and Ernst Haeckel. 


Dr. Eucken is Privy Councilor and Professor of Philosophy in the Uni- 
versity of Jena; won the Nobel Prize for Literature in 1908; has received 
many foreign honorary degrees and his philosophy has been expounded in 


English. 


Ernst Haeckel is Privy Councilor and late Professor of Zoology at the 
University of Jena; has written many works on evolution which have been 


translated into English. 


HE whole German world of letters 

| is today filled with deep indig- 
nation and strong moral resent- 

ment at the present behavior of 
England. Both of us, for many years 
bound to England by numerous scientific 
and personal ties, believe ourselves pre- 
pared to give open expression to this 
inward revulsion. In close co-operation 
with like-minded English investigators 
we have zealously exerted ourselves to 
bring the two great peoples closer to- 
gether in spirit and to promote a mutual 
understanding. A fruitful reciprocal in- 
terchange of English and German cul- 


ture seemed to us worth while, indeed 
necessary, for the spiritual advance of 
mankind, which today confronts such 
great problems. Gratefully we recall 
in this connection the friendly reception 
which our efforts received in England. 
So great and noble were the -traits of 
English character which revealed them- 
selves to us that we were permitted to 
hope that in their sure growth they 
would come to be superior to the pitfalls 
and seamy sides of this character. And 
now they have proved irferior, inferior 
to the old evil of a brutal national 
egotism which recognizes no rights on 


~ 
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the part of others, which, unconcerned 
about morality or unmorality, pursues 
only its own advantage. 


History furnishes in abundance exam- 
ples of such an unscrupulous egotism; 
we need recali here only the destruction 
of the Danish fleet (1807) and the theft 
of the Dutch colonies in the Napoleonic 
wars. But what is taking place today 
is the worst of all; it will be forever 
pointed at in the annals of world his- 
tory as England’s indelibe shame. Eng- 
land fights in behalf of a Slavic, half- 
Asiatic power against Germanism; she 
fights on the side not only of barbarism 
but also of moral injustice, for it is 
indeed not forgotten that Russia began 
the war because she would permit no 
radical reparation for a shameful mur- 
der. 


It is England whose fault has ex- 


tended the present war into a world 


war, and has thereby endangered our 
joint culture. And all this for what rea- 
son? Because she was jealous of Ger- 
many’s greatness, because she wanted 
to hinder at any price a further growth 
of this greatness. For there cannot be 
the least doubt on this point that Eng- 
land was determined in advance to cast 
as many obstacles as possible in the way 
of Germany’s great struggle for national 
existence, and to hinder her as much as 
possible in the full development of her 
powers. She (England) was watching 
only for a favorable opportunity when 


she could break out suddenly against 
Germany, and she therefore promptly 
seized on the necessary German invasion 
of Belgium in order that she. might 
cover with a small cloak of decency her 
brutal national egotism. Or is there in 
the whole wide world any one so simple 
as to believe that England would have 
declared war on France also if the latter 
had invaded Belgium? In that event she 
would have wept hypocritical tears over 
the unavoidable violation of internation- 
al law; but as for the rest she would 
have laughed in her sleeve with great 
satisfaction. This hypocritical Pharisa- 
ism is the most repugnant feature of the 
whole matter; it deserves nothing but 
contempt. 

The history of the world shows that 
such sentiments lead the nations not up- 
ward but downward. For the present, 
however, we trust firmly in our just 
cause, in the superior strength and the 
unyielding victorious spirit of the Ger- 
man people. Yet we must at the same 
time lament deeply that the boundless 
egotism we have referred to has dis- 
turbed for an immeasurable period of 
time the spiritual co-operation of the two 
peoples which promised so much good for 
the development of mankind. But they 
wished it so on their side—on England 
alone falls the monstrous guilt and the 
historical responsibility. 

RUDOLF EUCKEN. 
ERNST HAECKEL. 
Jena, Aug. 18, 1914. 


A Second Appeal 


To the Universities of America: 
N a time when half of the world falls 
| upon Germany full of hatred and 
envy, we Germans derive great 
benefit from the idea of our being 
sure of the friendly feeling of the Ameri- 
can universities. If from any quarter 
in the world, it must be from them that 
we expect the right comprehension of the 
present situation and present attitude of 


Germany. Numerous American scholars 
who received their scientific training at 
our universities have convinced them- 
selves of the quality and the peaceful 
tendency of German work, the exchange 
of scientists has proved of deepening in- 
fluence on the mutual understanding, the 
lasting intercourse of scholarly research 
gives us the feeling of being members of 
one great community. This is why we 
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entertain the hope that the scientific cir- » was not Germany but France who com- 


cles of America will not give credit to 
the libels our enemies propagate against 
us. ; 


These libels, above all, accuse Ger- 
many of having brought about the pres- 
ent war, she being responsible for the 
monstrous struggle which is extending 
more and more over the whole world. 
The truth points to the contrary. Our 
foes have disturbed us in our peaceful 
work, forcing the war upon us very much 
against our desire. We are at a right- 
eous war for the preservation of our 
existence and at the same time of sacred 
goods of humanity. The murder of Sera- 
jevo was not our work; it was the out- 
come of a widely extending conspiracy 
pointing back to Servia, where for many 
years already a passionate agitation 
against Austria had been carried on, sup- 
ported by Russia. It was Russia, there- 
fore, that took the assassins under her 
wings, and some weeks already before the 
war broke out she promised her assistance 
to that blood-stained State. Nobody but 
Russia has given the dangerous turn to 
the conflict; nobody but Russia is to 
blame for the outbreak of the war. The 
German Emperor, who has proved his 
love of peace by a peaceful reign of more 
than twenty-five years, in face of the 
imminent danger, tried to intermediate 
between Austria and Russia with the 
greatest zeal, but while he was nego- 
tiating with the Czar Russia was busy 
with the mobilization of a large army to- 
ward the German frontier. This neces- 
sitated an open and decisive inquiry that 
led to the war. This only happened be- 
cause Russia wanted it so, because she 
wanted to raise the Muscovites against 
the Germans and the Western Slavs and 
to lead Asia into the field against Eu- 
rope. 


France, too, might have kept the peace, 
the decision resting solely with her. The 
security of Germany demanded that she 
should inquire what France would do in 
the impending war; the answer of France 
unmistakably betrayed her intention to 
join in the war. As a matter of fact, it 


menced the war. 

England already before the war stood 
in close relations to France. From the 
very beginning she has clearly shown 
that she by no means wanted to keep 
absolutely neutral. From the very begin- 
ning she made endeavors to protect 
France against Germany. Undoubtedly 
the German invasion in Belgium served 
England as a welcome pretext to openly 
declare her hostility. In reality, before 
the German invasion, already the neutral- 
ity of Belgium had been given up in 
favor of the French. It has been offi- 
cially stated, e. g., that not only before 
but also after the outbreak of the war 
French officers have been at Liége in 
order to instruct the Belgian soldiers as 
to the fortification service. England’s 
complaints of the violation of interna- 
tional law, however, are the most atro- 
cious hypocrisy and the vilest Pharisa- 
ism. At all times English politics have 
unscrupulously disregarded all forms of 
law as soon as their own interest was 
touched. During the last few weeks the 
same method has been quite sufficiently 
manifested in the unlawful capture of 
the Turkish warships, and still more so 
in the instigation of the Japanese to un- 
dertake the detestable raid upon the Ger- 
man territory in China, which needs must. 
end in strengthening the power of that 
Mongolian nation at the costs of Euro- 
peans and Americans. 


How it is possible for a nation that in 
such a way has betrayed precious in- 
terests of Western culture as soon as 
it seems to benefit them, how is it pos- 
sible for these accomplices of the Jap- 
anese robbery to put on the air of Paine 
the guardians of morality? 

We Germans did not want this war, 
but as it has been forced upon us we 
shall carry it on bravely and vigorously. 
In the face of all envy. and “hatred, all 
brutality and hypocrisy, Germany feels 
unshakably conscious of serving a 
righteous cause and of standing up for 
the preservation of her national self as 
well as for sacred goods of humanity; 
indeed, for the very progress of true 
culture. It is from this. conviction that 
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she draws her unrelenting force and the 
absolute certainty that she will beat 
back the assault of all her enemies. This 
conviction does not stand in need of 
any encouragement from abroad; our 
country absolutely relies upon itself and 
confides in the strength of its right. 
Nevertheless, the idea of our American 
friends’ thoughts and sympathies being 
with us gives us a strong feeling of 
comfort in this gigantic struggle. We 


The Eucken and 


both of us feel especially justified in 
pronouncing this as being the conviction 
of all German scientists, as so many 
scientific and personal relations connect 
us both with the universities of America. 
These universities know what German 
culture means to the world, so we trust 
they will stand by Germany. 

RUDOLF EUCKEN. 

ERNST HAECKEL. 

Jena, Aug. 31, 1914. 


Haeckel Charges 


By John Warbeke. 


Professor of Philosophy and Psychology at Mount Holyoke College. 
A Letter to the Springfield Republican. 


To the Editor of The Springfield Republican: 


HE approval of President Wilson 
for neutrality of language can 


hardly be construed into com- 

placency in the face of mon- 
strous evil. If a judicial attitude of mind 
be not jeopardized a discussion of the 
issues raised by Profs. Eucken and 
Haeckel ought to help us in the attain- 
ment of impartial judgment. A long ac- 
quaintance with both these men makes 
it hard for the present writer to give 
expression to such negative criticism as 
he is constrained to do. But his plea 
can be only this: Not truth but only 
passion can separate, and truth is greater 
even than friendship. 

The charge of “brutal national egoism” 
is laid at England’s door. She is de- 
clared to be the instigator of the present 
world war. “Upon her alone falls the 
monstrous guilt and the judgment of his- 
tory.” Such language from two benevo- 
lent philosophers, one of them a winner 
of the Nobel Peace Prize for Idealistic 
Literature, seems to suggest a lack of in- 
formation among the German people, in- 
cluding its most enlightened exponents, 
of not only their own published “ White 
Paper ” dispatches, but also of the events 
of the last two months. It seems hardly 
possible that in the case of these two 
gentlemen a deliberate campaign of vi- 


tuperation could have been inaugurated 
with determination to blind themselves 
to facts clearly stated in the reports of 
both contending parties— 

First—That Servia, in reply to fen 
urgent demands on the part of Austria, 
acquiesced in nine and proposed to sub- 
mit the tenth, as concerning her national 
integrity, to The Hague Tribunal. Aus- 
tria, nevertheless, declared war, with 
Germany’s self-confessed assurances of 
support. 

Secondly—Germany was the second to 
declare war, the mobilization of Russia 
being assigned as the reason for this 
step. The objection of Germany’s initial 
campaign, as shown by events, was not 
defense against the confessedly slowly 
mobilizing Russians, however, but the hu- 
miliation and subjugation of France. And 
the means employed to that end included 
the treaty-breaking invasion, and more 
than invasion, of Belgium, who is suffer- 
ing because of this step “so necessary 
for Germany.” $ 

Thirdly—England, as is repeatedly 
demonstrated by~ the official documents 
of both sides, strained every means to 
bring about a common understanding. 
The appeals of Sir Edward Grey for 
more time in the Servian ultimatum 
and for a council of Ambassadors were 
met by the Austrian and German Govern- 
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ments respectively with evasion. And 

_England was the last of the great powers 
to enter the conflict, her plea being the 
moral obligation of supporting treaties 
in which she guaranteed the integrity of 
a weak neighbor and undertook to defend 
her ally, France, when attacked. 


The Case of England. 


We may justifiably ask, then, What 
basis is there for the charge that Eng- 
land’s “brutal, national egoism” pro- 
voked the world war? The answer is a 
two-fold one. Historically, England has 
exhibited aggression in the extension of 
her interests; morally, England supports 
the Russian aggressor, who declined “ to 
allow Austria the thoroughgoing punish- 
ment of an ignominious murder,” cloak- 
ing her real intentions behind the mantle 
of a “contemptible sanctimoniousness ” 
and “hypocrisy ” concerning treaty obli- 
gations. 

The first charge against England is 
unfortunately true. History records in- 
stances of British aggression in the ex- 
tension of her interests and the cases 
cited (destruction of the Danish fleet and 
the taking of Dutch colonies) are good 
examples. The implication, however, in- 
volved in the statement is that such 
aggression is not to be found in the his- 
tory of Prussia. This is clearly an error. 

From the time of the Markgrafen even 
unto the Agadir incident it has been 
characteristic of Prussia to extend her 
boundaries and interests under the plea 
of military necessity. Aggression is the 
only word to characterize Frederick’s 
seizure of Silesia and part of Poland. 
South and East Prussia were added by 
the same forcible means (1793-1795). In 
the Napoleonic wars Swedish Pomerania 
fell as the booty of military necessity. 
Schleswig-Holstein was filched from 
Denmark (1866) by the same “ exten- 
sion of her greatness.” Once more it 
was the plea in Alsace-Lorraine— so 
necessary for Germany.” 


Nor are we here urging immunity of . 


criticism for ourselves. It is sadly true 
that the history of many nominally 
Christian States, including that of the 
United States, and not excluding the 
Papacy, includes chapters of aggression. 


But the point involved, namely, the 
charge of England’s aggression in the 
present instance, is clearly an a priori 
one, based on a presupposition of mo- 
nopoly which lacks material support. No 
evidence is presented to justify the state- 
ment, nor do the facts seem to allow of 
any such construction. 


The second argument, England’s sup- 
port of Russia’s unwillingness to permit 
the expiation of an ignominious murder, 
is a strange and unfortunate commentary 
on how even in philosophic minds a pre- 
conceived idea will distort the most un- 
mistakable evidence. For Servia in her 
reply to the Austrian demands agreed to 
have just punishment inflicted upon the 
murderers, even going so far as to cause 
the arrest of those perhaps unjustly sus- 
pected by the Austrian committee and to 
suggest an international court. How, 
then, did Russia stand in the way of the 
punishment? Austria declared war, with 
the self-confessed assurances of German 
support, all too obviously for reasons 
other than the ones mentioned in the 
ultimatum to which Servia acquiesced. 
The charge of Russian mobilization in 
view of such a situation suggests the 
temper of the man who, when caught in 
his own bear trap, tries to find his neigh- 
bor at fault. Suppose Germany had re- 
mained on the defensive, would war have 
been likely? Suppose Germany had not 
backed up the entirely unjustifiable mili- 
tary movement of Austria, would the 
general war have been probable? 


Where Nietzsche Comes In. 


It seems more likely when one passes 
in review the extant data that at least 
one and a crucial cause for the present 
situation is the “overwhelming power 
and unbending will to victory in the Ger- 
man people” when confronted with an 
opportunity for the “further expansion 
of their greatness.” That such phrases 
should be in the mouths of our apologists 
for the war is significant. And that the 
invasion of Belgium “so necessary for 
the Germans” is treated by the spokes- 
men of morality solely and confessedly 
from the standpoint of military expe- 
diency seems to indicate the permeation 
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of the Nietzsche superman into the very 
stronghold of idealistic philosophy. 

It would, of course, be as ahsurd to 
suppose Nietzsche a direct cause of this 
war as it would be to regard the Sera- 
jevo murderers as the sole cause. 
Nietzsche was and is an exponent of his 
time, as well as one reciprocally foster- 
ing such movements as Bernhardi mili- 
tarism and the Crown Prince’s war book. 
Perhaps it will not be inappropriate here 
to cite from “ War and the People of 
War,” in “Also Sprach Zarathustra,” 
(Pages 67-68,) the magnum opus of 
Nietzsche: 

You should love peace as a means to 
new war and brief peace more than a 
long one. Do you say, ‘It is a good 
cause by which a war is hallowed’’? I 
say unto you, It is a good war which 
hallows every cause. War and courage 
have done greater things than the love 
of one’s neighbor. ‘‘ What, then, is 
good?’’ you ask. To be brave is good. 
Let young maidens say, ‘‘ Good is to be 
pretty.and touching.’’ But you are hate- 
ful? Well, so be it, my brethren! Cast 
about you a mantle of the sublimely hate- 
ful. And when your soul has become 
great it will become wanton; in your 
greatness there will be malice, I know, and 
in malice the proud heart will meet the © 
weakling. F 


This, we are told, is not to be taken 
literally—all is symbolism and has a 
meaning other than the more direct one. 
But the fact remains, as can be testified 
by the present writer from three years’ 
residence as a university student in 
Germany, that the rank and file as well 
as the aristocracy—from laborers and 
small, shopkeepers, petty officials, and 
students to Judges of the Supreme Court 


and university professors who have be- - 


come “ secret councilors ” (Geheimrat)— 
not only in Berlin and Bonn but in 
Munich and Heidelberg, all have become 
ominously full of the doctrine of the 
survival of the fittest and the consequent 
expediency of pewer, not only in intel- 
lectual rivalry but in Krupps and high 
explosives. 
The Nietzsche fire may, perhaps, serve 
a purpose on the hearthstone of our in- 
most life if it be to rescue us from com- 
placency and secure inanity, but in the 
form of electrically connected lyddite 
stores and gasoline bombs it drives those 


who believe in a supernation to a literal] 
interpretation of the above widely popu- 
lar philosophy. And, as demonstrated 
at Louvain and Rheims, it goes far to 
obliterate the memorials of a past which 
Nietzsche thought so contemptible a 
check upon the prowess of the “blonde 
Bestie” as he progressed toward— 
toward the superman. 

It was wide of the mark, therefore, to 
attribute that which bears the stamp 
“made in Germany ” to England. Bern- 
hardi and the Crown Prince with their 
thousands of officers and the multitudes 
in the ranks to whom Nietzsche has be- 
come an inspiring motive are not to be 
construed as English surely. Nor does 
the English “culture,” so far as the 
present writer is informed, contain a 
superman, unless it be Bernard Shaw! 
English people have to import “ beyond 
good and evil” philosophy, and as his- 
torians of thought Profs. Eucken and 
Haeckel must know that it has never 
had a foothold there. Had it been 
“brutal national egoism, knowing no 
rights of others,’ which motivated 
Britain, she would not now have gone to 
war—in order that she might profit 
finally by the inevitable exhaustion of 
the Continent. And having taken the 
clear stand she has, what but good-will 
and the consciousness of a just cause 
brought support and sacrifice from the 
hands and lives of her grateful peoples 
all over the earth? Would brutality 
have done it? The same question might 
be asked concerning France’s empire 
from which she derives chiefly the con- 
sciousness of an extending civilization. 


The Claims of German Culture. 


A word more should be added concern- 
ing the condescending tone generally of 
the exponents of German culture and 
more specifically -that of the dis- 
tinguished writers of the circular letter. 
They had up to the present continued to 
hope for growth in English literary and 
scientific development. Before this dis- 
mal egoism got the upper hand the Eng- 
lish people really and truly possessed 
some noble traits and so forth. As for 
Russian culture, supposedly including its 
science and literature, music, architecture 
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and the rest, it is all effaced by a single 
“barbarism ”! The implication of such 
an attitude and such words is that the 
Kremlin or Rheims, Shakespeare and 
Rembrandt, Michaelangelo, Darwin, Spi- 
noza and the treasures of Louvain might 
be easily paralleled or surpassed by Ger- 
man cathedrals, German sculpture, Ger- 
man paintings, German literature and so 
forth. It is not our present purpose to 
dispute the claim, but only to remind the 
Teutons that in France and Belgium 
they have declared war, not indeed upon 
supermen, but upon many gentlemen and 
some worthy fruits of their spirits, and 
that they have destroyed much which 
formerly enriched the life of the world. 


It is the claim of some objective Ger- 
man writers that a modicum of modesty 
would prove the most substantial contri- 
bution to Teutonic civilization. Defeat of 
German arms might, therefore, prove a 
blessing to the self-lauded culture as 
well as call a halt to the brutal science of 
Krupps. As instances of authors men- 
tioned above, a passage from the lament- 
ed Friedrich Paulsen’s “System der 
Ethic” (Page 582) may, justly, be cited: 
“Tnsolence still continues to impress the 
average German. The spirit of English 
scientific intercourse forms a _ highly 
pleasing contrast to the German habit. 
Take such writers as Mill and Darwin; 
they speak to the reader as though he 
did them a favor by listening to them, 
and whenever they enter upon a contro- 


‘obstinacy in good and in evil. 
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versy, they do it in a manner which ex- 
presses respect and a desire for mutual 
understanding. The German scholar be- 
lieves that it will detract from the re- 
spect due him if he does not assume a 
tone of condescension or overbearing 
censure. Examine the first scientific 
journal you may happen to pick up; even 
the smallest anonymous announcement 
breathes the air of infinite superiority.” 

A second passage is quoted from the 
great work of Wilhelm Scherer, “ Ges- 
chichte der Deutschen Litteratur” (Pages 
20-21): “ Recklessness seems to be the 
curse of our spiritual development * * * 
Beauty 
we have not often served, nor long at a 
time.” These are, of course, not the 
judgments of the present writer. 

Conviction does not flow from the 
argument concerning England’s brutal 
egoism and reckless immorality under the 
cloak of sanctimoniousness, nor is there 
strength in the appeal for Teuton cul- 
ture. All has the tone of special plead- 
ing and makes doubly significant a sen- 
tence from Nietzsche when he pleads for 
an overcoming of our ideals of veracity: 
“*T have done this thing,’ says my mem- 
ory, ‘I could not have done this thing,’ 
says my pride and remains inexorable. 
Finally memory yields.” (“ Beyond Good 
and Evil,” Page 94.) 


JOHN WARBEKE. 
Mount Holyoke College, South Hadley, 
Sept. 28, 1914. 


BRANDER MATTHEWS 
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See Page 541 
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Concerning German Culture 


By Brander Matthews. 


Professor of Dramatic Literature at Columbia University; author of 
many works on literature and the development of the drama. 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 
N the earnest and sincere appeals of 
| various distinguished Germans, 
Prof. Eucken, Prof. Haeckel, and 
the several authors of “ The Truth 
About Germany,’ we find frequent ref- 
erences to “German culture” as though 
it was of a superior quality to the cul- 
ture of every other nationality; and we 
seem to perceive also a sustaining belief 
that Germany is not only the defender 
of civilization, but its foremost exponent. 
We have no right to question the good 


faith of scholars of the high character_ 


of Eucken and Haeckel; and we cannot 
doubt their being honestly possessed of 
the conviction that Germany is the su- 
preme example of a highly civilized State 
and the undisputed leader in the arts 
and sciences which represent culture. It 
is plain that these German writers take 
this for granted and that they would be 
indignantly surprised if it should be ques- 
tioned. 

To an American who feels himself a 


sharer of the noble heritage of English — 


’ literature, and who has sat for more than 
forty years at the feet of the masters of 
French literature,-this claim cannot but 
come as a startling surprise. 


The most obvious characteristic of a 
highly civilized man is his willingness to 
keep his word, at whatever cost to him- 
self. For reasons satisfactory to itself, 
Germany broke its pledge to respect the 
neutrality of Luxemburg and of Belgium. 
It is another characteristic of civilization 
to cherish the works of art which have 
been bequeathed to us by the past. For 
reasons satisfactory to itself Germany 
destroyed Louvain, more or less com- 
pletely. It is a final characteristic of 
civilized man to be humane and to refrain 
from ill-treating the blameless. For rea- 
sons satisfactory to itself Germany 
dropped bombs in the unbesieged City of 


Antwerp and caused the death of inno- 
cent women and children. Here are three 
instances where German culture has been 
tested and found wanting. 


The Standard Bearer of Culture. 


But it may be urged that war has its 
own exigencies and that these three in- 
stances of uncivilized conduct partook of 
the nature of military necessities. Turn- 
ing from the outrages of war to the tri- 
umphs of peace, let us make a dis- 
interested attempt to find out just what 
foundation there may be for the implicit 
assertion that Germany is the standard 
bearer of civilization. 


Perhaps it is too petty to point out 
that manners are the outward and visible 
sign of civilization, and that in this re- 
spect the Germans have not yet attained 


to the standard set by the French and ~ 


the English. But it is not insignificant 
to record that the Germans alone retain 
a barbaric mediaeval alphabet, while the 
rest of Western Europe has adopted the 
more legible and more graceful Roman 
letter; and it is not unimportant to note 
that, German press style is cumbrous 
and uncouth. Taken collectively, these 
things seem to show German culture is 
a little lacking in the social instinct, the 
desire to make things easy and pleasant 
for others. 
which is the dominating influence in 
French civilization and which has given 
to French civilization its incomparable 
urbanity and amenity. It is to the 
absence of this social instinct, to the 
inability to understand the attitude of 
other parties to a discussion, to the un- 
willingness to appreciate their point of 
view, that we may ascribe the failure of 
German diplomacy, a failure which has 
left her almost without a friend in her 
hour of need. And success in diplomacy 
is one of the supreme tests of civili- 
zation. 


\ 


It is this social instinct - 
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The claim asserted explicity or im- 
plicitly in behalf of German culture 
seems to be based on the belief that the 
Germans are leaders in the arts and in 
the sciences. So far as the art of war 
is concerned there is no need today to 
dispute the German claim. It is to the 
preparation for war that Prussia has 
devoted its utmost energy for half a 
century—in fact, ever since Bismarck 
began to make ready for the seizing 
of unwilling Schleswig-Holstein. And 
so far as the art of music is concerned 
there is also no need to cavil. 


‘But what about the other and more 
purely intellectual arts? How many are 
the contemporary painters and sculptors 
and architects of Germany who have 
succeeded in winning the cosmopolitan 
reputation which has been the reward of 
a score of the artists of France and of 
half a dozen of the artists of America? 


Since Goethe, Who? 


When we consider the art of letters we 
find a similar condition. Germany has 
had philosophers and historians of high 
rank; but in pure literature, in what used 
to be called “ belles-lettres,” from the 
death of Goethe in 1832 to the advent of 
the younger generation of dramatists, 
Sudermann and Hauptmann and the rest, 
in the final decade of the nineteenth 
century—that is to say, for a period of 
nearly sixty years—only one German 
author succeeded in winning a worldwide 
celebrity—and Heine was a Hebrew, who 
died in Paris, out of favor with his coun- 
trymen, perhaps because he had been un- 
ceasing in calling attention to the defi- 
ciencies of German culture. There were 
in Germany many writers who appealed 
strongly to their fellow-countrymen, but 
except only the solitary Heine no German 
writer attained to the international fame 
achieved by Cooper and by Poe, by Walt 
Whitman and by Mark Twain. And it 
was during these threescore years of 
literary aridity in Germary that there 
was a superb literary fecundity in Great 
Britain and in France, and that each of 
these countries produced at least a score 
of authors whose names are known 
throughout the world. Even sparsely 


settled Scandinavia brought forth a tri- 
umvirate, Bjornsen, Ibsen, and Brandes, 
without compeers in Germany. And 
from Russia the fame of Turgenef and 
of Tolstoy spread abroad a knowledge © 
of the heart and mind of a great people 
who are denounced by Germans as bar- 
barous. 


It is probably in the field of science, 
pure and applied, that the defenders of 
the supremacy of German culture would 
take their last stand. That the German. 
contribution to science has been impor- . 
tant is indisputable; yet it is equally 
indisputable that the two dominating 
scientific leaders of the second half of 
the nineteenth century are Darwin and 
Pasteur. It is in chemistry that the 
Germans have been pioneers; yet the 
greatest of modern chemists is Mende- 
leef. It was Hertz who made the dis- ~ 
covery which is the foundation of Mar- 
coni’s invention; but although not a few 
valuable discoveries are to be credited 
to the Germans, perhaps almost as many 
as to either the French or the British, 
the German contribution in the field of 
invention, in the practical application of 
scientific discovery, has been less than 
that of France, less than that of Great 
Britain, and less than that of the United 
States. The Germans contributed little 
or nothing to the development of the 
railroad, the steamboat, the automobile, 
the aeroplane, the telegraph, the tele- 
phone, the phonograph, the photograph, 
the moving picture, the electric light, 
the sewing machine, and the reaper and 
binder. Even those dread instruments 
of war, the revolver and the machine 
gun, the turreted ship, the torpedo, and 
the submarine, are not due to the mili- 
tary ardor of the Germans. It would 
seem as though the Germans had been 
lacking in the inventiveness which is 
so marked a feature of our modern 
civilization. 

In this inquiry there has been no de- 
sire to deny the value of the German con- 
tributions to the arts and to the sciences. — 
These contributions are known to all; 
they speak for themselves; they redound 
to the honor of German culture; and for 
them, whatever may be their number, 
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the other nations of the world are eter- 
nally indebted to Germany. But these 
German contributions are neither im- 
portant enough nor numerous enough to 
_ justify the assumption that German cul- 
ture is superior or that Germany is en- 
titled to think herself the supreme leader 
of the arts and of the sciences. No one 
nation can claim this lofty position, al- 
though few would be so bold as to deny 
the superior achievement of the French 
in the fine arts and of the English in pure 
science. 

Nations are never accepted by other 
nations at their own valuation; and the 
Germans need not be surprised that we 
are now astonished to find them assert- 
ing their natural self-appreciation, with 
the apparent expectation that it will pass 
unchallenged. The world owes a debt to 


modern Germany beyond all question, but 
this is far less than the debt owed to 
England and to France. It would be in- 
teresting if some German, speaking with 
authority, should now be moved to ex- 
plain to us Americans the reasons which 
underlie the insistent assertion of the su- 
periority of German civilization. Within 
the past few weeks we have been forced 
to gaze at certain of the less pleasant as- 
pects of the German character; and we 
have been made to see that the militarism 
of the Germans is in absolute contra- 
diction to the preaching and to the prac- 
tice of the great Goethe, to whom they 
proudly point as the ultimate representa- 
tive of German culture. 
BRANDER MATTHEWS. 
Columbia University in the City of 
New York, Sept. 18, 1914. 


Culture vs. Kultur 


By Frank Jewett Mather, Jr. 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 
URRENT discussion of the worth 
C of German culture has been al- 
most hopelessly clouded by the 
fact that when a German speaks 
of Kultur he means an entirely different 
thing from what a Latin or Briton means 
by culture. Kultur means the organized 
efficiency of a nation in the broadest 
sense—its successful achievement in 
civil and military administration, indus- 
try, commerce, finance, and in a quite 
secondary way in scholarship, letters, and 
art. Kultur applies to a nation as a 
whole, implying an enlightened Govern- 
ment to which the individual is strictly 
subordinated. Thus Kultur is an at- 
tribute not of individuals—whose particu- 
lar interests, on the contrary, must often 

be sacrificed to it—but of nations. 

Culture, for which nearest German 
equivalent is Bildung, is the opposite of 
all this. It is an attribute not of nations 
as a whole but of accomplished indi- 
viduals. It acquires national import only 


through the approval and admiration of 
these individuals by the rest, who share 
but slightly in the culture they applaud. 
The aim of culture is the enlightened 
‘and humane individual, conversant with 
the best values of the past and sensitive 
to the best values of the present. The 
open-mindedness and imagination im- 
plied in culture are potentially destruc- 
tive to a highly organized national 
Kultur. A cultured leader is generally 
too much alive to the point of view of 
his rival to be a wholly convinced parti- 
san.- Hence he lacks the intensity, drive, 
and narrowness that make for competi- 
tive success. He keeps his place in the 
sun not by masterfully overriding others, 
but by a series of delicate compromises 
which reconcile the apparently conflict- 
ing claims. Moreover, he has too great 
a respect for the differences between | 
men’s gifts to formulate any rigid plan 
which requires for its execution a strict- 
ly regimented humanity. He will sacri- 
fice a little efficiency that life may be 


‘ 
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more various, rich, and delightful. 
Hence nations with cultured leaders 
have generally been beaten by those 
whose leaders had merely Kultur. The 
Spartans and Macedonians had abun- 


dant Kultur; they generally beat the 


Athenians, who had merely very high 
culture. The Romans had °Kultur, and 
the Hellenistic world wore their yoke. 
Germany unquestionably has admirable 
Kultur, and none of the mere cultured 
nations who are leagued against her 
could hope to beat her singly. 


She Does Not Desire Culture. 


On the other hand, Germany has 
singularly little culture, has less than 
she had a hundred years ago, does not 
apparently desire it. She has willingly 
sacrificed the culture of a few leading 
individuals to the Kultur of the empire 
as a whole. Thus it is not surprising 
that Germany, as measured by the pro- 
duction of cultured individuals, takes a 
very low place today. Not only France 
and England, Italy and Spain, but also 
Russia and America, may fairly claim 
a higher degree of culture. Here the 
fetich of German scholarship should not 
deceive us. Culture—a balanced and 
humanized state of mind—is only re- 
motely connected with scholarship or 
even with education. A Spanish peasant 
or an Italian waiter may have finer 
culture than a German university pro- 
fessor. And in the field of scholarship, 
Germany is in the main chiefly labori- 
ous, accurate, and small-minded. Her 
scholarship is related not to culture, but 
is a minor expression of Kultur. Such 


~ scholarly men of letters as Darwin, Hux- 


ley, Renan, Taine, Boissier, Gaston Paris, 
Menendez y Pelayo, Francis J. Child, 
Germany used to produce in the days of 
the Grimms and Schlegels. She rarely 
does so now. Her culture has been swal- 
lowed up in her Kultur. 

The claim of Germany to realize her 
Kultur at the expense of her neighbors 
is at first sight plausible. Her Kultur 
is unquestionably higher than theirs. 
She has a sharply realized idea of the 


“State, and she has justified it largely 


in practice. In a certain patience, thor- 
oughness, and perfection of political 


organization her pre-eminence is unques- 
tionable. The tone of her apologists 


~ shows amazement and indignation over 


the fact that the world, so far from 
welcoming the. extension of German 
Kultur, is actively hostile to that am- 
bition. Yet, even if it be conceded that 
Germany’s Kultur is wholly good for 
herself—surely a debatable proposition 
—it does not follow that it is or would 
be a universal benefit. Nations may 
deliberately and legitimately prefer their 
culture, with its admitted disadvantages, 
to the Kultur which pleases Germany. 


‘England is often mocked for the way in 


which she “ muddles through ” successive 
perils, yet she may feel that the stereo- 
typing of her people in a rigid admin- 
istrative frame might be too high a price 
to pay for constant preparedness. As 
for us Americans, we have made a virtue, 
perhaps overdone it, of avoiding a me- 
chanical Kultur. We prefer the greatest 
freedom for the individual to the per- 
fectly regimented state. We will: move 
toward culture and cheerfully assume 
the necessary risks of the process. 


Unlovely and Impressive. 


In a broader view, the war may be re- 
garded as a contest between the metallic, 
half-mechanical Kultur of Prussianized 
Germany and the more flexible civiliza- 
tions of States that have inherited cul- 
ture or aspire to it. Germany herself 
has rejected the humane and somewhat 
hazardous ideal of culture, so she cannot — 
wonder or complain when she sees that 
the culture of the world is almost unani- 
mously hostile to her. There is no quar- 
rel with German Kultur itself; merely a 
feeling that it has its drawbacks, that - 
it is, on the whole, as unlovely as it is 
impressive, that there is quite enough - 
of it in the world already, and that its 
broad extension would be disastrous. 

Meanwhile the nations of culture have 
much to learn from Germany’s Kultur. 
Flexibility may mean weakness: The 
United States, for example, could well 
have a standing army and an army 
reserve commensurate with its history 
and prospects without incurring any 
danger of militarism. There is, finally, 
some disadvartage in being merely a 
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culture nation, for such a nation can 
add a large measure of Kultur without 
belying itself. On the contrary, so 
highly developed a Kultur nation as the 
German Empire puts itself in a position 
where it is almost impossible to acquire 
any considerable degree of culture. Cul- 
ture is the enemy of such a state—it 
must remain in the Spartan or Mace- 
donian stage. Rome began to decline 
as soon as Hellenistic culture got the 
ascendency over the old Latin Kultur. 
Kultur, in short, galvanizes; culture 
liberates. A survey of modern Germany 
hardly warrants a desire for her world 
dominion. 


If any reader is still unclear about the 
distinction hetween culture and Kultur, 
let him examine his most-gifted friends 
as to their sympathies in the present 
war, choosing, of course, persons who 
have no racial reasons for taking sides. 
Almost without exception he will find 
they fall into two sharply defined 
classes. The mental characteristics of 
his pro-German friends will pretty cer- 
tainly illustrate Kultur quite concretely, 
while he may read the meaning of cul- 
ture in his more-gifted friends who favor 
the Allies. 

FRANK JEWETT MATHER, Jr 

Princeton, Nov. 6, 1914. 


The Trespass in Belgium 


By John Grier Hibben. 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 
OME time ago I received with 
many others an appeal “To the 
S Civilized World!” from certain 
distinguished representatives of 
German science and art. 
to Prof. Eucken, whom I know, and who 
is one of the signers of this document. I 
wished to draw his attention particularly 
to the second statement of this appeal, 
which is as follows: 

It is not true that we trespassed in neu- 
tral Belgium. It has been proved that 
France and England had resolved on 
such a trespass, and it has likewise been 
proved that Belgium had agreed to their 
doing so, 

and I stated to him that “It is naturally 
to be expected of a group of scholars 
that where reference is made to proof, 
some citation should be given both of the 
sources of the proof and of its~nature. 
I am sure you will agree with me that 
it is of the very essence of scholarly 
method in the treatment of any subject 
whatsoever that one should cite his au- 
thority as regards every important and 
significant statement that is made. No 
one of the distinguished group of schol- 


I at once wrote ~ 


ars signing their names to this letter 
would think of writing an article in his 
own specialty and not add in the text or 
in a footnote the complete list of authori- 
ties for his several assertions. 


In your appeal, however, the most 
important statement by far which you 
make, and the one bearing most inti- 
mately upon the honor and integrity of 
your nation, is left without even the at- 
tempt to support it, save the bare asser- 
tion by you and your colleagues. In the 
interests of a fair understanding of Ger- 
many’s position, I feel that it is incum- 
bent upon you-to give us who are under 
such a deep debt of gratitude to German 
scholarship in our own lives the oppor- 
tunity of a full knowledge of all the facts 
which definitely bear upon this present 
situation.” ‘ 

At the time of writing Prof. Eucken, I 
also wrote to a friend of mine, Dr. A. E. 
Shipley, the Master of Christ’s College, 
Cambridge, England, asking him if he | 


could get for me some authoritative state- 


ment from the British Foreign Office’ 
concerning the assertion that “it has 
been proved that France and England 
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had resolved on such a trespass, and it 
has likewise been proved that Belgium 
had agreed to their doing so.”. I have 
just received a letter from Mr. Shipley, 
stating that Lord Haldane had prepared 
a statement in answer to this question. 
Thinking that your readers would be in- 
terested in seeing this, I am sending it 
to you. Faithfully yours, 
JOHN GRIER HIBBEN. 
Princeton, N. J., Nov. 24, 1914. 


(Inclosure from Lord Haldane to the Mas- 
ter of Christ’s College, Cambridge.) 

10 Downing St., Whitehall, S. W., Nov. 14. 

Dear Master of Christ’s: The inclosed 
memoranda have been specially prepared for 
me by the Foreign Office in answer to your 
question. Yours truly, HALDANE. 


(MEMORANDUM.) 


It is quite untrue that the British Gov- 
ernment had ever arranged with Belgium 
to trespass on her country in case of war, 
or that Belgium had agreed to this. The 
strategic dispositions of Germany, espe- 
cially as regards railways, have for some 
years given rise to the apprehension that 
Germany would attack France through 
Belgium. Whatever military discussions 
have taken place before this war have been 
limited entirely to the suggestion of what 
could be done to defend France if Ger- 
many attacked her through Belgium. 

The Germans have stated that we con- 
templated sending troops to Belgium. We 
had never committed ourselves at all to 
the sending of troops to the Continent, 
and we had never contemplated the possi- 
bility of sending troops to Belgium to 
attack Germany. 

The Germans have stated that British 
military stores had been placed at Mau- 
beuge, a French fortress near the Belgian 
frontier, before the outbreak of the war, 
and that this is evidence of an intention to 
attack Germany through Belgium. No 

. British soldiers and no British stores were 
landed on the Continent till after Germany 
had invaded Belgium and Belgium had 
appealed to France and England for as- 
sistance. It was only after this appeal 
that British troops were sent to France; 
and, if the Germans found British muni- 
tions of war in Maubeuge, these munitions 
were sent with our expedition to France 
after the outbreak of the war. The idea 
of violating the neutrality of Belgium was 
never discussed or contemplated by the 
British Government. 

The extract inclosed, which is taken 
from an official publication of the Bel- 
gian Government, and the extract from 
an official statement by the Belgian Min- 


ister of War, prove that the Belgian Gov- 
ernent had never connived, or been will- 
ing to connive, at the breach of the treaty 
that made the maintenance of Belgian 
neutrality an international obligation. The 
moment that there appeared to be danger 
that this treaty might be violated the 
British Government made an appeal for 
an assurance from both France and Ger- 
many, as had been done in 1870 by Mr. 
Gladstone, that neither .of those countries 
would violate the neutrality of Belgium 
if the other country respected it. The 
French agreed, the Germans declined to 
agree. The appeal made by the British 
Government is to be found in our first 
‘‘ White Paper ’’ after the outbreak of the 


war. 


The reason why Germany would not 
agree was stated very frankly by Herr 
von Jagow, the German Minister for For- 
eign Affairs, to Sir Edward Goschen, our 
Ambassador in Berlin; and it is recorded 
in the second ‘‘ White Paper’’ that we 
published. The attitude of the British 
Government throughout has been to en- 
deavor to preserve the neutrality of Bel- 
gium, and we never thought of sending 
troops to Belgium until Germany had in- 
vaded it and Belgium had appealed for as- 
sistance to maintain the international 
treaty. 

We have known for some years past 
that in Holland, in Denmark, and in Nor- 
way the Germans have inspired the appre- 
hension that, if England was at war with 
Germany, England would violate the 
neutrality of those countries and seize 
some of their harbors. This allegation ‘s 
as baseless as the allegation about our 
intention to violate the neutrality of Bel- 
gium, and events have shown it to be so. 
But it seems to be a rule with Germany to 
attribute to others the designs that she 
herself entertains; as it is clear now that, 
for some long time past, it has been a 
settled part of her strategic plans to at- 
tack France through Belgium. A state- 
ment is inclosed, which was issued by us 
on Oct. 14 last, dealing with this point: 

This memorandum and its inclosures 
should provide ample material for a reply 
to the German statements. 

Foreign Office, Nov. 9, 1914. 


Belgian Official Denials. 


Here is inclosed a copy of the note of 
Aug. 3 sent by M. Davignon, Belgian 
Minister of Foreign Affairs, to Herr von 
Below Saleske, the German Minister at 
Brussels, included in the Belgian “ Gray 
Paper,” and printed in full in TH=E Nrw 
York TIMES of Oct. 18 and reprinted in 
THE TIMEs’s pamphlet of the war’s diplo- 
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matic papers. 


manifested any such intention. 


A second inclosure gives this clipping 


from The London Times of Sept. 30: 


OFFICIAL STATEMENT. 


The German press has been attempting 
to persuade the public that if Germany 
herself had not violated Belgian neutral- 
ity, France or Great Britain would have 
done so. It has declared that French 
and British troops had marched into Bel- 
gium before the outbreak of war. 
We have received from the Belgian Min- 
ister of War an official statement which 
denies absolutely these allegations. It de- 
elares, on the one hand, that ‘‘ before 
Aug. 3 not .a single French soldier had 
set foot on Belgian territory,’’ and, again, 
“it is untrue that on Aug. 4 there was a 
single English soldier in Belgium.’’ It 
adds: 


‘For long past Great Britain knew that 
the Belgian Army would oppose by force 
a ‘preventive’ disembarkation of British 
troops in Belgium. The Belgian Govern- 
ment did not hesitate at the time of the 
Agadir crisis to warn foreign Ambassa- 
dors, in terms which could not be mis- 
understood, of its formal intention to 
compel respect for.the neutrality of Bel- 
gium by every means at its disposal, and 
against attempts upon it from any and 
every quarter.’’ 


The “Agreement” of 1903. 


The third inclosure is this British 


official communiqué: 


14 October, 1914. 
The story of an alleged Anglo-Belgian 
agreement of 1906 published in the Ger- 
man press, and based on documents said 
to have been found at Brussels, is only a 
fresh edition of a story which has been 


This is the note express- 
ing the “ profound and painful surprise ” 
caused to King Albert’s Government by 
the German invitation to it to abandon 
Belgian neutrality and denying that 
France had, as alleged by Germany, 


reproduced in various forms and denied 
on several occasions. No such agreement 
has ever existed. 

As the Germans well know, Gen. Grier- 
son is dead and Col. (now Gen.) Barnard- 
iston is commanding the British forces 
before Tsing-tau. In 1906 Gen. Grierson 
was on the General Staff at the War 
Office, and Col. Barnardiston was Mili- 
tary Attaché at Brussels. In view of the 
solemn guarantee given by Great Britain 
to protect the neutrality of Belgium 
against violation from any side, some aca- 
demic discussions may, through the in- 
strumentality of Col. Barnardiston, have 
taken place between Gen. Grierson and 
the Belgian military authorities as to what 
assistance the British Army might be able 
to afford to Belgium should one of her 
neighbors violate that neutrality. Some 
notes with reference to the subject may 
exist in the archives at Brussels. 

It should be noted that the date men- 
tioned, namely, 1906, was the year follow- 
ing that in which Germany had, as in 
1911, adopted a threatening attitude to- 
ward France with regard to Morocco, and, 
in view of the apprehensions existing of 
an attack on France through Belgium, it 
was natural that possible eventualities 
should be discussed. 

The impossibility of Belgium having 
been a party to any agreement of the 
nature indicated or to any design for the 
violation of Belgian neutrality is clearly 
shown by the reiterated declarations that 
she has made for many years past that 
she would resist to the utmost any viola- 
tion of her neutrality from whatever quar- 
ter and in whatever form such violation 
might come. 

It is worthy of attention that these 
charges of aggressive designs on the part 
of other powers are made by Germany, 
who, since 1906, has established an 
elaborate network of strategical railways 
leading from the Rhine to the Belgian 
frontier through a barren, thinly popu- 
lated tract, deliberately constructed to 
permit of the sudden attack upon Bel- 
gium, which was carried out two months 
ago. 


Apportioning the Blame 


By Arthur v. Briesen. 


Of the law firm of Briesen & Knauth; Doctor of Laws, New York Univer- 
sity; philanthropist; has served the American public as head of important 
civic bodies and Governmental commissions. 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 
AVING been requested by you 

H to express my viels with ref- 
erence to the war which is 


now lacerating Europe, I take 
pleasure to comply with your desire. 


As an American citizen I am, of 
course, under obligations to be neutral 
and to send no ammunition to either 
belligerent. “At the same time the Ger- 

_man blood in my veins naturally causes 
me to sympathize with Germany in this 
conflict. But even if we leave out of 
consideration any matter of sympathy, 
if we look upon the situation in an 
entirely unbiased spirit, the conclusion 


which I propose to lay before you ap- 


pears to be irresistible. 


The questions that seem to have agi- 
tated the American public mostly in con- 
-nection with this awful conflict have 
been: 

First—Who is to blame for bringing 
about this war, and, : 
Second—Assuming that Germany was 
not to blame for beginning the war, is 
she to blame for violating the neutrality 

of Belgium? 

If we should find the fault regarding 
the first question to lie primarily with 
England and secondarily with Russia, 
we should at once clear the German 
people and their Government from the 
charge that has heretofore been brought 
against them for having incited the war. 
And if we should find that the neutrality 
of Belgium “was not binding upon any 
country whose existence or whose inter- 
ests were threatened by other countries, 
that fact would then absolve either 
country from a charge which thus far 
seems to have been brought against one 
of them. 


How was the war brought about? As 
far back as 1906 it is known, and can 
be proved by the files of New York 
papers, to say nothing of official corre- 
spondence now found in Brussels and 
elsewhere, that measures were started 
by England to circumscribe or isolate 
the German Empire, and treaties were 
entered between England, France, and 
Russia (the Triple Entente) to insure 
joint action against Germany when nec- 
essary. 

Germany herself has been peaceful, 
progressive, and anxious to retain her 
position as a nation undisturbed by 
others, as a nation that should advance 
in art, in science, in population, and in 
all things that make happiness through 
peace. What was the situation in other 
countries ? 1 ; 

Since 1870 France had cried for re- 
venge (revanche). Its school books, 
newspapers, public speakers, and political 
leaders were all charged with the one 
great idea of seeking revenge against 
Germany for having retaken Alsace and 


Lorraine in 1870, which France had 


wrongfully occupied since the time of 
Louis XIV. Alsace and Lorraine had 
been German for centuries before; they 
were wrested from Germany without 
even a semblance of an excuse at the 
close of the seventeenth century, and 
were largely German in language and 
in spirit in 1870. Goethe’s studies in 
Strassburg and his visits to Frederica 
von Sesenheim in the eighteenth century 
show that he was living in a German 
country whenever he was in Alsace. A 
united Germany did not exist prior to 
1870. However, the cry for revenge was 
there, and France distinctly declared it 
to be her policy to take her revenge as 
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soon as opportunity offered. France 
was, therefore, a pronounced enemy of 
Germany ever since 1870, and when 
asked by the German Government on 
July 31, 1914, whether she would remain 
neutral in a Russian-German war (An- 
nex 25, German “White Paper”) she 
answered: “France would do that which 
might be required of her by her inter- 
ests.” This answer was given on Aug. 
1, 1914, (Annex 27, German “ White 
Paper.”) Today we may well ask France 
whether, since Aug. 1, 1914, she has done 
that which was required by her. interests. 
* Russia may next be looked at. How 
did Russia become involved in this con- 
test? The little kingdom of Servia, which 
had familiarized itself with the fine 
art of disposing of crowned heads by 
throwing its King and Queen, Alexandra 
and Draga, out of the window of their 
castle, caused through its officials and 
its followers to have the heir to the 
Austrian throne and his wife cruelly as- 
sassinated on June 28, 1914. This assas- 
sination was an act of enmity toward 
Austria and a step toward the enlarge- 
ment of Servia. Deeming her existence 
threatened and her national dignity of- 
fended, Austria sent a rather sharp de- 
mand under date of July 23, 1914, to 
Servia, requiring prompt and thorough 
satisfaction for the gross attack made 
upon her and her reigning family Haoues 
Servia’s official directions. 

Strange to say, however, the British 
“White Book” shows that three, days 
before, on July 20, 1914, Sir Edward 
Grey, (Paper 1, British “ White Book,’’) 
wrote to Sir E. Goschen, British Ambas- 
sador at Berlin, a letter in which he 
states: 


In fact, the more Austria could keep 
her demand within reasonable limits, and 
the stronger the justification she could 
produce for making any demand, the more 
chance there would be of smoothing 
things over. I hated the idea of a war 
between any of the great powers, and 
that any of them should be dragged into 
a war by Servia would be detestable. 


On July 24, 1914, the Austrian mes- 
sage to Servia became known to all 
countries, and on the same day Sir George 
Buchanan, British Ambassador at St. 
Petersburg, wrote that he had been asked 
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by Mr. Sazonof, Russian Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, to meet him at the 
French Embassy to discuss matters, as 
Austria’s step clearly meant that war 
was imminent. He wrote that Mr. 
Sazonof expressed himself as follows 
(British Paper 6): 

He hoped that his Majesty’s Govern- 
ment would not fail to proclaim their 
solidarity with Russia and France. The 
French Ambassador gave me to under- - 
stand that France would fulfill all the 
obligations entailed by her alliance with 
Russia, if necessity arose, besides support- 
ing Russia strongly in any diplomatic 
negotiations. 


Later, on July 29, 1914, Sir George 
Buchanan wrote to Sir Edward Grey 
(Paper 72, English “ White Book”) as 
follows: 

I made it clear to his Excellency that, 
Russia being thoroughly in earnest, a 
general war could not be averted if Servia 
were attacked by Austria. 

Sir George Buchanan would ‘not have 
said that if he had not been authorized ~ 
to do so. He would not have said a 
“general war could not be averted if 
Servia were attacked by Austria”; and 
by “general war” he meant, and we all 
understand he meant, a war between 
England, France, and Russia on one side 
and Germany and Austria on the other. 

Servia’s reply to the demand of Aus- 
tria, which was dated July 25, 1914, not 
being deemed satisfactory, Austria pro- 
ceeded to a punitive expedition against 
Servia, and she repeatedly asserted and 
assured all the other powers that the 
expedition was merely punitive and that 
neither the independence nor the terri- 
torial integrity of Servia were at all 
involved or in any danger. 

But all this had no effect upon Russia. 
In fact, when Russia was first informed 
of the Austrian demand (Annex 4, Ger- 
man “ White Book”) Minister of Foreign 
Affairs Sazonof made wild complaints 
on July 24, 1914, against Austria-Hun- 
gary. What he said most definitely was 
this: 

That Russia could not possibly permit 


the Servian-Austrian dispute to be con-~ 
fined to the parties concerned, 


This was the keynote of the Russian 
situation and of the Russian intention. 
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Russia wanted, of course, to expand its 
realm as far westward as possible, and 
it wanted to take advantage of the op- 
portunity offered by the necessary con- 
sequences of the dreadful insult and 
cruelty practiced by Servia on Austria, 
not only to prevent the punishment of 
Servia, but also to proceed against Ger- 
many, for, as Paper 4 says: “ Russia 
could not possibly permit the Servian- 
Austrian dispute to be confined to the 
parties concerned.” 

Who, then, was to blame for not allow- 
ing the war to be confined, for not per- 
mitting Austria to punish the murderers 
of her King, but utilizing this opportunity 
for the purpose of bringing about the 
great war which Russia and France had 
carefully prepared long ago? The great 
war which should involve all the civil- 
ized nations in a conflict, and threaten 
to extinguish Austria and to carry bar- 
barism into the heart of Europe! She 
did not permit the Servian-Austrian dis- 
pute to be confined to the parties con- 
cerned. 

Again, in Paper 56, (English “ White 
Book,”) we find the English Ambassador 
to Austria writing to Sir Edward Grey 
on July 27, 1914, the following: 

If actual war broke out with Servia it 
would be impossible to localize it, for 
Russia was not prepared to give way 
again. 

Again, in Paper 72, (English “ White 
Book,”) dated July 28, 1914, from the 
English Ambassador in Russia to Sir 
Edward Grey: 


I made it clear to his Excellency (Ger- 
man Ambassador) that, Russia being 
thoroughly in earnest, a general war could 
not be averted if Servia were attacked by 
Austria. 


Paper 121, (English “ White Book,”) 
British Ambassador in Berlin to Sir Ed- 
ward Grey under date of July 31, 1914: 


He (the German Secretary of State) 
again assured me that both the Emperor 
William, at the request of the Emperor 
of Russia, and the German Foreign Office 
had even up’ till last night been urging 
Austria to show willingness to continue 
discussions—and telegraphic and _tele- 
phonic communications from Vienna had 
been of a promising nature—but Russias 
mobilization had spoiled everything. 


I could repeat, ad infinitum, quotations 


from these books to show that Russia 
not only wanted: this war if Austria 
wanted to punish Servia for her mis- 
deeds, but started it against the protest 
of Germany, and started it, I sincerely 
believe, largely, because encouraged by 
Great Britain. 


England: The letter written by the 
Belgian Chargé at St. Petersburg to his 
Government on July 30, 1914, which let- 
ter was published in THE NEW YORK 
TimEs on Oct. 7, 1914, and which letter, 
nearly a month before, had been pub- 
lished abroad and never disavowed by 
the Belgian Government, states distinct-~ 
ly on the part of Belgium: 


What is incontestable is that Germany 
has striven here, as well as at Vienna, to 
find some means of avoiding a general 
conflict. * * * M. Sazonof, Russian 
Foreign Minister, has declared that it 
would be impossible for Russia not to 
-hold herself ready and to mobilize, but 
that these preparations were not directed 
against Germany. This morning an offi- 
cial communiqué to the newspapers an- 
nounces that ‘‘the reserves have been 
called under arms in a certain number of 
Governments.’’ Knowing the _ discreet 
nature of the official communiqué, one 
can without fear assert that mobilization 
ts going on everywhere. 

* * * One can truly ask one’s ‘self 
whether the whole world does not desire 
war and is trying merely to retard its 
declaration a little in order to gain time. 
England began by allowing it to be under- 
stood that she did not want to be drawn 
into a conflict. Sir George Buchanan 
(British Ambassador) said that openly. 
Today one is firmly convinced at St. 
Petersburg—one has even the assurance 
of it—that England will support France. 
This support is of enormous weight, and 
has contributed not a little to give the 
upper hand to the war party. 


The German Emperor during these 
times believed England to be really and 
honestly striving to avoid the war; he 
went so far as to announce in one of his 
letters published in the “White Book ” 
that “he had shoulder to shoulder with 
England tried to bring about a peaceful 
solution.” It certainly now appears that 
all this while England had made her ar- 
rangements with France and with Rus- 
sia, and had strengthened the war party 
in Russia to such an extent that Russia’s 
desire to set Europe afire was rendered 
pessible. 
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Belgian neutrality. It is charged that 
Germany violated an alleged treaty with 
Belgium, which treaty is supposed to 
have guaranteed the integrity of Bel- 
gium. When Germany found her efforts 
to maintain peace frustrated, Russian 
troops having crossed the German 
frontier on the afternoon of Aug. 1, 
while France opened hostilities on Aug. 
2, she announced to Belgium on Aug. 2, 
1914, that she found herself under obli- 
gation, to prevent a French attack 
through Belgium, to pass through Bel- 
gian territory; she expressed her readi- 
ness to guarantee the integrity of the 
kingdom and its possessions and to pay 
any damage caused if Belgium would, in 
a friendly way, permit such a passage of 
troops through it. 


The English “ White Book” contains, 
Paper 151, dated Aug. 3, 1914, which 
paper we repeat in full: ~ 

(British Minister to Belgium to Sir 

Edward Grey.) 


French Government have  offéred 
through their Military Attaché the sup- 
port of five French Army corps to the 
Belgian Government. Following reply has 
been received today: We are sincerely 
grateful to the French Government for 
offering eventual support. In the actual 
circumstances, however, we do not pro= 
pose to appeal to the guarantee of the 
powers. Belgian Government will decide 
later on the action which they may think 
it necessary to take. 

In short, Belgium says in the foregoing 
notice to France, that she does not pro- 
pose to appeal to the guarantee of the 
powers. 

Was Germany justified in disregarding 
any previous treaty which related to Bel- 
gium if her interests required her so 
to do? 

United States Supreme Court: In its 
unanimous opinion in the Chinese ex- 
clusion cases, reported on Pages 581 to 
611 of Vol. 1380 of United States Reports, 
the Supreme Court of the United States 
had this very question before it. A treaty 
had been entered into by the United 
States and China, allowing Chin2se sub- 
jects the right to visit and reside in the 
United States and to there enjoy the 
same privileges that are enjoyed by citi- 
zens of the United States. After that 


treaty an act of Congress was passed 
in violation of the treaty, providing it 
to be unlawful thereafter for Chinese 
laborers to enter the United States. The 
question was, whether we had the right 
to violate a treaty solemnly entered into 
with another country? On this subject 
the court said (Page 600): 

The effect of legislation upon conflicting 
treaty stipulations was elaborately consid- 
ered in THr Hap Monry Casss, and it 
was there adjudged ‘‘that so far as a 
treaty made by the United States with 
any foreign nation can become the sub- 
ject of judicial cognizance in the courts 
of this country, it is subject to such acts 
as Congress may pass for its enforcement, 
modification, or repeal,’’ 112 U. S. 580, 
599. This doctrine was affirmed and fol- 
lowed in WHITNEY v. Ropertson, 124 U. S. 
190, 195. It will not be presumed that the 
legislative department of the Government 
will lightly pass laws which are in con- 
flict with the treaties of the country; but 
that circumstances may arise which would 
not only justify the Government in dis- 
regarding their stipulations, but demand 
in the interests of the country that it 
should do so, there can be no question. . 
Unexpected events may call for a change 
in the policy of the country. 

In the same opinion the Supreme Court 
calls attention to an act passed in 1798, 
declaring that the United States were 
freed and exonerated from the stipula- 
tions of previous treaties with France. 
This subject was fully considered by Jus- 
tice Curtis, who held, as the Supreme 
Court. says (Page 602): “That whilst it 
would always be a matter of the utmost 
gravity and delicacy to refuse to exe- 
cute a treaty, the power to do so was a 
prerogative of which no nation could be 
deprived without deeply affecting its in- 
dependence.” 


We observe, therefore, that under our 
own ideas of international law the United 
States claims the right to disregard its 
stipulations if the interests of the coun- 
try should require it. And the same 
right we should concede to other nations. 
Particularly to Germany in the present 
instance, when we find her battling for 
her very existence against enemies that 
seek to destroy her, against enemies that 
surround her on all sides, against ene- 
mies that do not hesitate to bring troops 
into the conflict from the wilds of Africa 
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and Asia, and who do not hesitate to 
drag Japan into this war, causing her to 
disregard Chinese neutrality in her effort 
to capture a small settlement, lawfully 
occupied in China by a handful of Ger- 
man soldiers. 


In this connection I quote the British 
sentiment, as expressed by Gladstone re- 
garding Belgium neutrality in the year 
1870: 

But I am not able to subscribe to the 
doctrine of those who have held in this 
House, what plainly amounts to the asser- 
tion that the simple fact of the existence 
of a guarantee is binding to every party 
to it, irrespective altogether of the par- 
ticular position in which it may find itself 
at the time when the occasion for acting 
on the question arises. 

This shows that England herself re- 
served the right, whenever her interests 
required her to do so, to act in violation 
of the treaty with Belgium. That, at 
least, is my understanding of Gladstone’s 
language. England did not respect 
Danish neutrality a hundred years ago, 
when she destroyed the Danish fleet at 
Copenhagen because her interests re- 
quired, and England does not now, 
through its Asiatic ally, and directly, 
respect Chinese neutrality, claiming the 
right primarily to consult her own in- 
terests. Should this right, asserted by 
our own Supreme Court, and actually 
assumed by England and Japan, be 
denied to Germany? Finally, I under- 
stand that The Hague Conference of 
1907 drafted a convention which reads: 

The territory of neutral powers is in- 
violable. Belligerents are forbidden to 
move troops or convoys of either muni- 
tions of war or supplies across the terri- 
tory of a neutral power. Great Britain, 
Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Italy re- 
fused to sign it and did not sign it. 
Russia was not represented. 

MILITARISM. There is one more sub- 
ject which many people in this country 
have failed to understand, and that is 
the matter of militarism. German mili- 
tarism is supposed to be something 
dreadful, and many good people believe 
that it would be a great advance toward 
eternal peace if that militarism could be 
wiped out. Well, now, let us see. 

If Germany did not require every one 
of her sons to spend a year, or at most 


two years, in the army, and if she had 


not provided for all these men sufficient 
arms and accoutrements for immediate 
use in case of war, what would have 
happened when Russia entered her ter- 
ritory, or when France came on a like 
errand? 

Any one who lives among enemies is 
expected to be sufficiently prepared to 
defend himself should they attack him, 
be he ever so peaceful. _ 

At the time. the United States of 
America was born there was no such 
thing as Germany. Every country around 
it had a slice of it. Napoleon took the 
larger western part of Germany as his 
property, England held Hanover, the 
former Kingdom of Poland held Saxony, 
Austria held Silesia, and so there was 
no Germany. The Teutonic races had 
no home in which they could develop 
and live without interference by others. 
To prevent such interference Germany 
of all nations needed an army; to pre- 
vent similar interference at sea Eng- 
land of all nations needed a navy. That 
great British Navy bears precisely the 
same relation to the protection of Great 
Britain at sea which the German Army 
bears to the protection of Germany on 
land. 

To sum up, what are the countries 
fighting for? Russia for her enlarge-_ 
ment; she has no grudge whatever 
against Germany except that it exists. 
France for revenge; she has no grudge 
whatever against Germany except that 
she wants revenge for 1870. What 
grudge has England. against Germany, 
except that Germany has grown com- 
mercially, financially, and industrially to 
a position which threatens to crowd Eng- 
land into a second rank? Jealousy ap- 
pears to control the English attitude. 

The position apparently assumed by 
England is best expressed by the King 
of England in his telegram to Prince 
Henry of Prussia, dated July 30, 1914: 

My Government is doing its utmost, sug- 

gesting to Russia and France to suspend 

further military preparations if Austria 
will consent to be satisfied with occupa- 
tion of Belgrade and neighboring Servian 
territory as a hostage for satisfactory set- 


tlement of her demands, other countries 
meanwhile suspending their war prepara- 
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tions. Trust William will use his great 
influence to induce Austria to accept this 
proposal, thus proving that Germany and 
England are working together to prevent 
what would be an international catas- 
trophe. 


On July 31, the very next day, Sir 
Edward Grey wrote the telegram, No. 
111, (English “White Book,’”’) to the 
British Ambassador at Berlin, in which 
we find the following: 


I would undertake to sound St. Peters- 
‘burg, whether it would be possible for the 
four disinterested powers to offer to Aus- 
tria that they would undertake to see that 
she obtained full satisfaction of her de- 
mands on Servia, provided that they did 
not impair Servian sovereignty and the 
integrity of Servian territory. As your 
Excellency is aware, Austria has already 
declared her willingness to respect them. 
(Established by Paper 3, July 24, and 
Paper 5, July 26, German ‘‘White Book.’’) 


Hence, we find that all King George 
said he wanted had been granted, and 
yet England entered into the war. Why? 
Probably because she thought, as France 
had expressed it, that she acted in pur- 
suance of her interests. : 


And what is Germany fighting for? 
Does she want anything from anybody? 
She wants to be left alone; she always 
wanted to be left alone; she prospered 
while she was left alone; she grew while 
she was left alone. Not being left alone 
she has to defend herself. Hence, I be- 
speak for Germany and for her side fair 
play, just judgment on behalf of the 
American people. 


ARTHUR v. BRIESEN. 
New York, Oct. 17, 1914. 


PARTING. 


By LOUISE VON WETTER. 


ODGER lad, O sodger lad, 
The dawn will see ye marchin’— 
The nicht drags on—its dark is out 
Wi’ searchlichts, shiftin’, archin’. 


Sodger lad, O sodger lad, 
D’ye mind our Summer meetin’? 

And noo, ye’ll gang. The heather’s dead * * * 
I canna keep frae greetin’. 


Sodger lad, my sodger lad— 

' D’ye mind, my time is nearin’? 

Alone—alone—wi’out yer hand! 
How shall I keep frae fearin’? 


Sodger lad, O sodger lad, 
Far, far awa’ ye’re goin’— 
T’ll not dare count the leagues an’ days— 


Gude God! 


The cocks are crowin’! 


Sodger lad, my luve, my dear, 


Awake! 


The morn is grayin’! 


H’en tho’ my heart drags, sick wi’ dread, 
I wouldna have ye stayin’. 


French Hate and English Jealousy 


By Kuno Francke. 


lie opinion should have condemned . 


LE is easy to see why American pub- 


by an overwhelming majority the 

diplomatic acts of Austria and 
Hungary which have been the immediate 
occasion of the terrific explosion which 
now shakes the foundations of the whole 
civilized world. Austria’s break with 
Servia and Germany’s violation of Bel- 
gian neutrality—the one leading to war 
between Russia and Germany, the other 
bringing England into the fray—must ap- 
pear to the uninitiated as reckless and 
indefensible provocations and as wanton 
attacks upon the laws of nations. 


The thoughtful observer, however, 
should look beyond the immediate occa- 
sion of this world conflict and try to un- 
derstand its underlying causes. By doing 
so he will, I believe, come to the conclu- 
sion that fundamental justice is to be 
found on the German side, and that Ger- 
many has been forced to fight for her 
life. 

It is an unquestionable fact that the 
unification of Germany and the estab- 
lishment of a strong German Empire, 
half a century ago, were brought about 
against the bitter oposition of France, 
and that the defeat incurred by France 
in 1870, in her attempt to prevent Ger- 
man unification, is at the bottom of the 
constant irritation that has agitated Eu- 
rope during the last forty-three years. 
Germany’s policy toward France during 
these forty-three years has been one of 
utmost restraint and forbearance, and 
has been dictated by the one desire of 
making her forget the loss of the two 
provinces, German until the seventeenth 
century and inhabited by German stock, 
which were won back from France in 
1870. Whether the acquisition of these 
provinces was a fortunate thing for Ger- 


many may be doubted. The possession 
of Alsace-Lorraine has certainly robbed 
Germany of the undivided sympathy of 
the world, which she otherwise would 
have had. But it is probably true that 
from the military point of view Alsace- 
Lorraine was needed by Germany as a 
bulwark against the repetition of the 
many wanton French invasions from 
which Germany has had to suffer since 
the time of the Thirty Years’ War and 
the age of Louis XIV. 


Sought to Heal the Breach. 


However this may be, Germany has 
done her best during the last four dec- - 
ades to heal the wounds struck by her 
to French national pride. She abetted 
French colonial expansion in Cochin- 
China, Madagascar, Tunis. She yielded 
to France her own well-founded claims 
to political influence in Morocco. In 
Alsace-Lorraine itself she introduced an 
amount of local self-government and 
home rule such as England has not ac- 
corded even now to Ireland. While Ire- 
land still is waiting for a Parliament at 
Dublin, Strassburg has been for years 
the seat of the Alsace-Lorraine Diet, a 
provincial Parliament based on universal 
suffrage. And even in spite of the in- 
cessant and inflammatory French propa- 
ganda which last year led to such un- 
happy counter-strokes as the deplorable 
Zabern affair, there can be no reasonable 
doubt that the people of Alsace-Lorraine 
have been gradually settling down to 
willing co-operation with the German 
administration—an administration which 
insures them order, justice, and pros- 
perity. Nothing is a clearer indication 
of the peaceable trend which affairs 
have lately taken in Alsace-Lorraine 
than the fact that the Nationalists, i. e., 
French party, in the Strassburg Diet has 
never been able to rise above insignifi- 
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cance, and that, on the other hand, a 
considerable number of responsible of- 
ficers in the civil administration, includ- 
ing the highest Governmental positions, 
have been occupied by native Alsatians. 


While Germany has thus repeatedly 
shown her willingness and desire to end 
the ancient feud, France has remained 
irreconcilable; and particularly the in- 
tellectual class of France cannot escape 
the charge that they have persistently 
and willfully kept alive the flame of 
discord. 


It surely cannot be said that the resto- 
ration of Alsace-Lorraine is a_ vital 
necessity to France. Without Alsace- 
Lorraine France has recovered her pros- 
perity and her prestige in a manner that 
has been the admiration of the world. 
It is a mere illusion to think that the re- 
conquest of Alsace-Lorraine would add to 
her glory. It would have been a demand 
of patriotism for the intellectual class to 
combat this illusion. Instead of this, 
every French writer, every French 
scholar, every French orator, except the 
Socialists, year in and year out, has been 
dinning into the popular ear the one word 
revenge. 

France to Blame. 

There can be little doubt that Prof. 
Gustave Lanson, the distinguished lit- 
erary historian, voiced the sentiments of 
the vast majority of his countrymen 
when in a lecture, delivered some years 
ago at Harvard, he stated that France 
could not and would not reorganize the 
peace of Frankfurt as a final settlement, 

_and that the one aim of the French policy 
of the last forty years had been to force 
Germany to reopen the Alsace-Lorraine 
question. 

If there were people in Germany in- 
clined to overlook or to minimize this 
constantly growing menace from France, 
their eyes must have been opened when 
in 1912 the French Government, having 
previously abolished the one-year volun- 
teers, raised the duration of active mili- 
tary service for every Frenchman from 
two years to three, and, in addition to 
this, cailed out in the Autumn of 1913 the 
recruits not only of the year whose turn 
had come, namely, the recruits born in 


1892, but also those born in 1893. This 
was a measure nearly identical with 
mobilization; it was a measure which 
clearly showed that France would not 
delay much longer striking the deadly 
blow. For no nation could possibly stand 
for any length of time this terrific strain 
of holding under the colors its entire 
male population from the twentieth to 
the twenty-fourth year. No wonder that 
the Paris papers were speaking as long 
ago as the Summer of 1912 of the regi- 
ments stationed in the Eastern Depart- 
ments as the “ vanguard of our glorious 
army,” and were advocating double pay 
for them, as being practically in contact. 
with the enemy. 


The second foe now threatening the 
destruction of Germany is England. Can 
it truly be said that England’s hostility 
has been brought about by German ag- 
gression? True, Germany has built a 
powerful navy; but so have Japan, the 
United States, France, and even Italy. 
Has England felt any menace from 
these? Why, then, is the German Navy 
singled out as a specially sinister threat 
to England? Has German diplomacy 
during the last generation been particu- 
larly menacing to England? Germany has 
acquired some colonies in Africa and in 
the Far East. But what are Kamerun 
and Dar-es-Salaam and Kiao-Chau com- 
pared with the colonial possessions of the 
other great powers? Where has Ger- 
many pursued a colonial aggressiveness 
that could in any way be compared with 
the British subjugation of the South Af- 
rican republics or the Italian conquest of 
Tripoli or the French expansion in Al- 
giers, Tunis, and Morocco, or the Ameri- 
can acquisition of the Philippines? — 


Her O pen-Door Policy. 


Wherever Germany has made her in- 
fluence felt on the globe she has stood 
for the principle of the:open door. Wher- 
ever she has engaged in colonial enter- 
prises, she has been willing to make 
compromises with other nations and to 
accept their co-operation, notably so in 
the Bagdad railway undertaking. And 
yet, the colonial expansion of every other 
nation is hailed by England as “ bene- 
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ficial to mankind,” as “ work for civiliza- 
tion ”; the slightest attempt of Germany 
to take part in this expansion is de- 
nounced as “intolerable aggression,” as 
evidence of the “bullying tendencies of 
the War Lord.” 

What is the reason for this singular 
unfairness of England toward Germany, 
of this incessant attempt to check her 
and hem her in? Not so much the exist- 
ence of a large German Navy as the 
encroachment upon English commerce by 
_the rapidly growing commerce of Ger- 
many has made Germany hateful to Eng- 
- land. The navy has simply added to this 
hate of Germany the dread of Germany. 
But if there had been no German Navy, 
and consequently no dread of Germany, 
this hate of Germany might have come 
to an explosion before now. For the his- 
tory of the last 300 years proves that 
England has habitually considered as her 
mortal enemy any nation which dared to 
contest her commercial and industrial 
supremacy—first Spain, then Holland, 
then France, and now Germany. As long 
as German firms, by the manufacture of 
artificial indigo, keep on ruining the 
English importation of indigo from 
India, and as long as the German steam- 
ship lines keep on outstripping the 
prestige of the English boats, there can 
be no real friendship between England 
and Germany. Although England has re- 
peatedly proposed to Germany naval 
agreements, these agreements were 
avowedly meant to perpetuate the over- 
whelming preponderence of England’s 
fighting power, so that she would at any 
moment be in a position to crush German 
commercial rivalry for all time. She ap- 
parently thinks that this moment has 
now come. 

That Germany’s third implacable 
enemy, Russia, is clearly the aggressor, 
and not the defender of her own national 
existence, need hardly be demonstrated. 
She poses as the guardian of the Balkan 
States. But is there any case on record 
where Russia has really protected the 
independence of smaller neighboring 
countries? Has she not crushed out pro- 
vincial and racial individuality wherever 
she has extended her power? Is it not 
the sole aim of her national policy to 


-eratic rule. 


Russianize forcibly every nationality 
under her sway? 

In Finland she has gone back on her 
solemnly pledged word to maintain the 
Finnish Constitution, and is ruthlessly 
reducing one of her most highly devel- 
oped provinces to the dead level of auto- 
In her Baltic provinces she 
is trying to destroy, root and branch, 
whatever there is left of German cul- 
ture. Wherever the Russian Church ~ 
holds dominion intellectual blight is sure 
to follow. 

To think, therefore, that Russia would 
promote the free development of a num- 
ber of independent Balkan States under 
her protectorate is to shut one’s eyes to 
the whole history of Russian expansion. 
No, Russian expansion in the Balkans 
means nothing less than the extinction 
of all local independence and the estab- 
lishment of Russian despotism from the 
Black Sea to the Adriatic. 


Why Germany Supports Austria. 


Not Russia, but Austria, is the natural 
protector of the equilibrium between the 
existing States on the Balkan Peninsula 
and their natural guardian against Rus- 
sian domination. Austria is their nearest 
neighbor; indeed, the possession of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina makes her a 
Balkan State herself. 


Being herself more than half of Slavic 
stock, she has every reason for living on 
good terms with the various Slav king- 
doms south of her. Being herself forced, 
through the conglomerateness of her 
population, to constant compromises in 
her internal affairs between conflicting 
nationalities within her borders, she could 
not possibly absorb a large additional 
amount of foreign territory. She is 
bound to respect the existing lines of 
political demarkation in the Balkans, and 
her sole object can be through commer- 
cial treaties and tariff legislation to open 
up what used to be European Turkey 
to her trade and her civilizing influence. 


In this she must clearly be supported 
by Germany. For only if Austria is left 
free to exercise her natural protectorate 
over the Balkan States can the passage 
between Germany and the Near Orient, 
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one of the most important routes of Ger- 
man commerce, be kept open. 

Russia’s unwillingness, then, to allow 
Austria a free hand in her dealings with 
Servia was an open menace to Germany, 
- a challenge which had to be accepted un- 
less Germany was prepared to abdicate 
all her influence in the Near Orient and 
to allow Russia to override the legiti- 
mate claims and aspirations of her only 
firm and faithful ally. 

This formidable coalition of the three 
greatest European powers, threatening 


the very existence of Germany, has now 
been joined by Japan, openly and boldly 
for the purpose of snatching from Ger- 
many her one Asiatic possession. 

If any additional proof had been need- 
ed to make it clear that, if Germany 
wanted to retain the slightest chance of 
extricating herself from this worldwide 
conspiracy against her, she had to strike 
the first blow, even at the risk of offend- 
ing against international good manners, 
this stab in the back by Japan would 
furnish such proof. 


Dr. Sanderson Replies 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 
LTHOUGH I hate to enter into a 
A controversy with Prof. Kuno 
Francke, who was once my. ex- 
cellent friend, I cannot refrain 
from answering his article which ap- 
peared in last Sunday’s New Yor« 
TIMES. 

How can any one say, in all fairness, 
that Germany’s policy toward France 
during the last forty-three years has 
been one of the utmost restraint and for- 
bearance, and has been dictated by the 
one desire to make her forget the loss of 
the two previnces? What are the facts? 
We know that not once, but again and 
again, since 1878, Germany has tried to 
provoke France into war. We know that 
on one occasion-Queen Victoria herself 
threatened the Kaiser with Great Brit- 
ain’s intervention if he did not desist 
from his intended attack on France. And 
to cite only the two most recent in- 
stances, the Agadir affair and the en- 
forced resignation of the French Premier, 
Deleassé! Would Germany have swal- 
lowed such insults? 

This may be the German conception of 
“utmost restraint and forbearance,” but 
it appeared to the French, as it did to 
the rest of the world, that it required 
their utmost restraint and forbearance 
to remain calm under the affronts. 

The fact that Alsace-Lorraine was 


German up to the seventeenth century, 
and inhabited by German stock, cannot 
be brought forward today, after more 
than 200 years, to justify the retaking of 
those provinces by the Germans. The 
whole world would be in a state of con- 


tinual warfare if nations claimed prov- 


inces or States that belonged to them 
once upon a time. Richelieu’s idea was 
that the Rhine was the natural and geo- 
graphical frontier between France and 
Germany, and the war was undertaken to 
carry out that plan. Since then the in- 
habitants have become French, and the 
attempts to re-Germanize them have 
proved futile. Prof. Francke may well 
doubt if the acquisition of these prov- 
inces was a fortunate thing for Germany. 
It was undoubtedly the most unfortunate 
thing not only for Germany but for 
France and the rest of Europe, for it 
kept open a wound which night have 
been healed either by a return of the lost 
provinces, with or without compensation, 
or by granting them autonomy, or, better 
still, by leaving it to the inhabitants to 
choose for themselves, as France did with 
Nice and Savoy. 

The ruthless methods of a Bismarck 
are no longer of this age. They are too 
odious, and the human conscience revolts 
at them. What a preposterous idea, in 
this twentieth century, to compel by force 
millions of people to renounce their tra- 
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ditions and even their language! If 
Great Britain had followed the same 
method in dealing with the French 


Canadians, instead of loyal subjects she. 


would have made rebels of them all. 


It is neither right nor just nor truthful 
to say that Germany has done her best 
during the last four decades to heal the 
wounds struck by her to French national 
pride. On the contrary, Germany’s atti- 
tude has been all along one of studied 
provocation; and if the instances already 
mentioned are not sufficient, many others 
could be added. 

Germany abetted French colonial ex- 
pansion. Well, by what right should she 
have opposed it? And if she yielded to 
France in Morocco, it was only after 
France had given Germany part of her 
African possessions rather than go to 
war with her. 

It will be news to the world to be in- 
formed that there can be no reasonable 
doubt that the people of Alsace-Lorraine 
have been gradually settling down to 
willing co-operation with the German ad- 


ministration. Certainly such a statement 


is in violent contradiction with all we 
hear and read and know of the state of 
mind, the feelings, and aspirations of the 
inhabitants of those two provinces. 

To argue that the restoration of Al- 
sace-Lorraine is not a vital necessity to 
France; that without these provinces she 
has recovered her prosperity and her 
prestige, and that it is mere illusion to 
think that the reconquest of Alsace- 
Lorraine would add to her glory is pure 
sophistry. It is just as if you said to a 
man whom you had robbed of some valu- 
able property: “ What does it matter? 
You are just as well off without it.” 
Yes, Pref. Larson did voice the sentiment 
of the vast majority of his countrymen 
when he stated that France could not and 
would not recognize the treaty of Frank- 
furt. If I have an enemy who takes me 
by surprise and with revolver leveled at 
my head compels me to sign a paper by 
which I despoil myself to his advantage, 
what is the validity of such a document? 

That is the way that all Frenchmen of 
all classes look upon the treaty of Frank- 
furt, wrung from them under duress. 

The term “revanche” is a slogan. It 


simply typifies in one word the recon- 
quest of Alsace-Lorraine; but it does not 
earry with it the idea of willfully laying 
waste the enemy’s country, burning and 
pillaging, shooting inoffensive non-com- 
batants, and cleaning banks of all the 
gold they contain. 


Another statement which is misleading 
in Prof. Francke’s article is the one 
which refers to the “ growing menace 
from France,” in which he speaks of the 
increasing armament that has been go- 
ing on in that country since 1912. But 
what is called in Germany “the menace 
from France” is called in the latter 
country “the menace from Germany.” 
Who started these enormous armaments? 
Each time Germany increased her army 
France was forced to do the same; and 
when France recently increased from two 
to three years the duration of military 
service, it was her only way of meeting 
Germany’s increase of 500,000 men. 


The attempt to change the roles and 
present France to the world as the ag- 
gressor, or even as premeditating an 
attack upon Germany, is futile. It is a 
strange and yet not uncommon psycho- 
logical fact that the hate of the con- 
queror is often greater than that of the 
conquered; and it is German, not French, 
hate which has forced Germany into this 
savage war. France had recovered too 
rapidly from her disasters; she was too 
rich; her colonies were too vast and too 
prosperous; she must be crushed. What 
right had she to have large colonies when 
Germany, the superior nation, had none 
worth mentioning? There you have the 
key to the Kaiser’s repeated provocations 
and to his final attack. 


In regard to England and Russia, the 
writer will simply confine himself to the 
statement that if the German Imperial 
Government can produce as clean a bill 
of health asthe “ White Paper” of the 
British Foreign Office, just published, it 
will do more to convince American public 
opinion of the justice of its cause than 
anything that has yet been written in the 
press by Germans and their sympa- 
thizers. R. L. SANDERSON. 

Yale University, New Haven, Conn., 
Sept. 5, 1914. 


_In Defense of Austria 


By Baron L. Hengelmuller. 


Late Austro-Hungarian Ambassador to the United States, 


The following letter was written by Baron 
Hengelmuller to Col. Theodore Roosevelt. 


ABBAZIA, Sept. 25, 1914. 
My Dear Mr. Roosevelt: 


UR correspondence has suffered 
() a long interruption. Your last 
letter was from July of last 
year. I do not know whether 
you ever received my answer, by which I 
thanked you for your preface to my book. 
You were in Arizona when I wrote it, and 
soon after your return you started for 
Brazil. At the occasion of your son’s 
wedding I sent him a telegram to Madrid, 
but I had no chance to write to you be- 
cause I had no information with regard 
to the length of your stay and your 
whereabouts in Europe. 


Now I write to you at the time of a 
most momentous crisis in the world’s 
history, and I do so impelled by the de- 
sire to talk with you about my country’s 
cause and to win your just and fair ap- 
preciation for the same. I wish I could 
address my appeal to the American’ peo- 
ple, but having no standing and no op- 
portunity to do so, I address it to you 
as to one of America’s most illustrious 
citizens with whom it has been my privi- 
lege to entertain during many years the 
most friendly relations. 


Since the outbreak of the war our 
communications with America are slow 
and irregular. In the beginning they 
were nil. From the end of July to the 
middle of August we received neither 
letters, telegrams, nor papers. I sup- 
‘pose it was the same with you concern- 
ing direct news from us. Our adver- 
saries had the field all for themselves 
and they seem to have made the most of 
it. To judge from what I have learned 


since and from what I could glean in our 
papers, the New York press seem to have 
written about us and Germany very much 
in the same tone and spirit as they did 
about you during your last Presidential 
campaign. I have seen it stated that The 
Outlook published an article in which 
Austro-Hungary was accused of having 
brought about the war through her greed 
of conquest and the overbearing arro- 
gance of her behavior toward Servia. I 
do not know whether I cite correctly, as 
I have not seen the article, and I am 
aware that you have severed your con- 
nection with The Outlook after your re- 
turn from Brazil. I only mention the 
statement as an illustration of what I 
have said above, for if a review of the 
standing of The Outlook opens its col- 
umns to such a glaringly false accusa- 
tion the daily papers have certainly not 
lagged behind. 

It is natural that our adversaries 
should be anxious to win the sympathies _ 
of the American people. So are we. 
But it is not for this purpose that I now 
write to you. Sympathy is a sentiment 
and, as a rule, not to be won by argu- 
ment. What I want to discuss with you 
are the causes of this war and the issues 
at stake. 


The Cause of the War. 


Undoubtedly the war broke out over 
our conflict with Servia, but this con- 
flict was not of our seeking. We had 
no wish of aggrandizement or extension 
of power at the expense of Servia, but 
Servia covets territory which belongs to 
us, and for years has pursued her ends 
by the most nefarious and criminal 
means. The assassination of our heir 
to the crown and his consort.was not an 
isolated fact, but only the most glaring 
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link in a long chain of plotting and 
agitating against us. This attitude of 
Servia toward us dates back to the day 
when the gang of officers who mur- 
dered their own King came to power, 
and when it became their policy to keep 
a hold over their own people by exciting 
This policy 
reached its first climax when we de- 
clared the annexation of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, which we had occupied and 
developed for thirty years. You were 
in office then, and the events of the 
time are familiar to you. The crisis 
ended then by Servia’s formal acknowl- 
edgment that our annexation violated 
none of her rights, and by her promise 
to cultivate henceforth correct and 
friendly relations with us. This promise 
was not kept. The. plotting continued, 
lies were disseminated about a pretended 
oppression of our South Slav population, 
and associations were formed for the 
purpose of stirring them to discontent 
and if possible to treason. 

Things came to a second climax with 
the murder of Archduke Francis Ferdi- 
nand. The plot for this crime was hatched 
in Servia, the bombs and revolvers for 
its execution were furnished there, and 
Servian officers instructed the murder 
candidates in their use. At last we 
could stand it no longer. What we 
wanted from Servia was the punishment 


‘of the plotters and accomplices and a 


guarantee for normal relations in the 
future. This was the object of our ulti- 
matum. Servia made a show of comply- 
ing with some of our demands, but in 
reality her answer was evasive. 

These facts are exposed and authenti- 
cated in the note which we sent to the 
powers after having presented our ulti- 
matum in Belgrade and in the mem- 
orandum which accompanied it. I do 
not know whether the American papers 
published these documents at the time. 
Today they are outstripped by greater 
events, but for the just appreciation of 
our proceedings in regard to Servia they 
are indispensable. 


In reality, however, our conflict -with 
Servia was not the cause of the great 
war now raging, but only the spark 


which brought the overloaded powder 
barrel'to explosion. Who talks of Servia 
today, and who believes that France, 
England, and Japan are making war on 
Germany and on us because of Servia? 
The war broke out because Russia de- 
cided to shield Servia against the con- 
sequences of her provocations and be- 
cause, owing to preconcerted arrange- 
ments, the situation in Europe was such 
that the action of one great power was 
bound to bring all or nearly all the oth- 
ers into the field. And again those pre- 
concerted arrangements were the out- 
come of a mass of pent-up passions, of 
hatred, envy, and jealousy, the like of 
which—all Hague conferences and pacific 
unions notwithstanding—the world has 
never seen before. 


We are fully aware of the danger 
which threatened us from Russia when 
we formulated our demands in Belgrade: 
Russia’s population is three times as large 
as ours and it was not with a light heart 
that our Emperor-King took his final 
resolution. But our national honor -and 
our very existence as a self-respecting 
power were at stake. We could not 
hesitate. Now we are in a struggle — 
for life or death and we mean to carry 
it through with full confidence in the 
rightfulness of our cause and in the force 
of our arms. In one respect events have 
already belied the calculations of our ene- 
mies, who counted on internal dissensions 
within our own borders. I am happy to 
say that Croatians, Slovenes, and a large 
majority of our own Servians are fight- 
ing in our ranks with the same valor and 
enthusiasm as Czechs, Rumanians, Poles, 
Magyars, and Germans. 

But why did Russia decide to assail 
us? During the whole nineteenth cen- 
tury she has shown herself a very shifty 
and unreliable protectress of Servia. She 
made use of the smaller country when 
it suited her own aggressive purposes 
against others, and she dropped it when- 
ever it served her ends. It was so at the 
time of the Turkish-war of 1877 and of 
the Berlin Congress, and it remained so 
until with the advent of the present 
dynasty Servia offered a-sure prospect 


of becoming and remaining a permanent - 


IN DEFENSE 


tool in Russia’s hands and a thorn in our 
flesh. 


Russia is an aggressive power. For 
200 years she has extended her dominions 
at the cost of Sweden first, of Poland 
and Turkey afterward. Now she thinks 
our turn has come. Finding us to be in 
the way of her ultimate aims in the 
Balkan Peninsula, she began to regard 
us as her enemy. For years the propa- 
ganda for undermining the bases of our 
empire has been carried on in the name 
of Pan-Slavism. It seems that she judged 
that now the time had come to draw the 
consequences and to bring things to a 
final issue. With what result remains to 
be seen. 


Germany Bound to Aid Austria. 


By the terms of our treaty of alliance 
Germany was bound to come to our as- 
sistance if we were attacked by Russia. 
There was no secrecy about that treaty. 
Its text had been made public long ago 
and its purely defensive character 
brought to the knowledge of the world. 
No more than we did Germany entertain 
hostile intentions or nourish hostile feel- 
ings against Russia. There were no 
clashing interests to excite the first, no 
historical reminiscences to justify the 
second. If it is otherwise in Russia, it 
is because her present leaders find Ger- 
man power in the way of their conquer- 
ing aspirations against us. Germany, 
true to her obligations, hastened to our 
side when she saw us menaced, and when 
she declared war she did it because she 
had positive information that in spite of 
formal and solemn assurances to the con- 
trary Russia mobilization was proceeding. 


The terms of the Franco-Russian al- 
liance have never been made public. 
Whether it was concluded merely for de- 
fensive or also for offensive purposes, 
and whether France was obliged by her 
treaty to draw the sword in the present 
case, remains therefore a matter of sur- 
mise. But there is no mystery about the 
feelings of France with regard to Ger- 
many, and no doubt about the greed for 
revenge which during the last forty-four 
years has swayed the overwhelming ma- 
jority of her people and been the dom- 
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inant factor of her foreign policy. It was 
for this object that she entered into her 
alliances and agreements, and it is for 
this cause that she is fighting now. 


It is simple hypocrisy to talk about 
German aggressiveness against France. 
France stood in no danger of being at- 
tacked by Germany if she had chosen to 
remain neutral in- the latter’s war with 
Russia. Asked whether she would do so, 
she replied that her actions would be 
guided by her interests. The meaning of 
this reply was clear, and left Germany 
no choice. The formal declaration of 
war became then a mere matter of po- 
litical and military convenience, and has 
no bearing on the moral issue of the 
case. 

But why has England plunged into this 
war? Officially and to the world at 
large she has explained her resolution by 
Germany’s violation of Belgian neutral- 
ity, and in the royal message to Parlia- 
ment it was solemnly declared that Eng- 
land could not stand by and passively 
tolerate such a breach of international 
lew and obligations. : 

No Austrian can read this declaration 
otherwise than with a mournful smile. 
Its futility has been exposed by the 
question which Englishmen of standing 
and renown have put to their Govern- 
ment, viz., whether they would equally 
have declared war on France if that vio- 
lation-of neutrality had first come from 
her side. In face of this question having 
remained unanswered, and in face of 
what has come to light since about 
French preparations in Belgium, there is 
no need to expiate on this subject. All 
that there is to be said about it has 
been said by the German Chancellor in 
open session of the Reichstag, and all 
that may be added is the remark that, 
considering England’s history and what 
she did before Copenhagen in 1807, she 
of all nations should be the last to put 
on airs of moral indignation over the ap- 
plication of the principle that in time of 
war “salus-reipublicae suprema lex est.” 

The existence of a convention binding 
England to France in case of war has— 
as far as I know—never been admitted 
officially by England. <As I see now 
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from manifestations of Englishmen dis- 
approving of their country’s participa- 
tion in the war, the belief exists never- 
theless that such a convention had been 
concluded. But whether England’s dec- 
laration of war was the consequence of 
previously entered obligations or the 
outcome of present free initiative, the 
main fact remains that in the last resort 
it sprang from jealousy of Germany’s 
growing sea power and commercial 
prosperity. This feeling was the domi- 
nant factor in English foreign policy, 
just as greed for revenge was in France. 
It was the propelling power for the 
agreements which England has made 
and for others which she endeavored 
but did not succeed in bringing about. 


England claims the dominion over the 
seas as her native right, and, what is 
more, she holds it. Her title is no better 
and no worse than that of the Romans 
when they conquered the world, or of 
the Turkish Sultans in the days of their 
power. Like them, she has succeeded 
in making good her claim. For three 
centuries the nations of Continental Eu- 
rope have been hating, fighting, and 
devastating each other for the sake of 
‘strips of frontier land and a shadowy 
balance of power. These centuries were 
England’s opportunity, and she has made 
the most of it. That she should mean 
to keep what she has and hold to her 
maritime supremacy as to the apple of 
her eye is natural. Whether it is for the 
benefit of mankind that it should be so, 
and whether the world in general would 
not be better off if there existed a bal- 
ance of power on sea aS well as on land, 
does not enter into the present discus- 
sion. What is more to the purpose is 
that in reality England’s sea power 
stood in no danger at all. To any think- 
ing and fair-minded observer it must be 
clear that Germany, hemmed in by hos- 
tile neighbors in the east and west, and 
obliged, therefore, to keep up her arma- 
ments on land, would not have been able 
to threaten England’s maritime superi- 
ority for generations to come. If the 
issue has been thrown into the balance, 
it has been done so by England’s own 
doing. 


But it is not only the nascent German 
Navy that excited the distrust and envy 
of England. German colonies and every 
trading German vessel seem equally to 
have become thorns in English eyes. 
The wish to sweep those vessels from 
off the seas, to destroy all German ports, 
in one word, to down Germany, has long 
been nourished and lately openly avowed 
in England. Norman Angell’s theories 
about the great illusion of the profita- 
bility of modern warfare seem to have 
made mighty small impression on his 
countrymen. 

Russian lust of conquest, French greed 
of revenge, and English envy were the 
forces at work in the European powder 
magazine. The Servian spark ignited 
it, but the explosion was bound to come 
sooner or later. What alone could have 
stopped it would have been England’s 
stepping out of the conspiracy. That 
she did not do so, in fact became its 
really directing power, will forever re- 
main a blot on her history. 

About Japan’s motives and methods I 
do not think it necessary to write. Ameri- 
can public opinion will hardly need any 
enlightenment on this subject. America 
forced Japan out of the isolation in 
which she had lived during centuries. I 
hope the day may not come when she will 
wish that she had not done so. 

‘The issues of the war stand in relation 
to its causes and the same attempts have 
been made to distort and falsify them 
in the eyes of the American public. I 
have seen it stated in a New York paper 
that this war is a fight between civiliza- 
tion and barbarism, and I have seen a 
member of the present English Cabinet 
quoted as having said that the issue was 
one between militarism and freedom, 
civilization and freedom standing, of 
course, in both cases on the side of our 
enemies. 

Not a War for Civilization. 

More idiotic rot—excuse the expression 
—TI have never read in my life. What 
has civilization to do with Servia’s mur- 
derous plotting against us? What with 
Russia’s desire to shield her from the 
consequences of her aggressions and to 
demonstrate to the world that we are of 
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no account in the Balkans and to estab- 
lish her own—more or less veiled—pro- 
tectorate there? And if the case of civil- 
ization is advanced by Japan’s ousting 
Germany from Kiao-Chau, why should it 
not be equally furthered if Japan did the 
same to England in Hongkong, Singa- 
pore, or, if the opportunity offered, in 
India itself? And a person must be in- 
deed at his wits’ end for arguments to 
proclaim Russia as a standard bearer of 
freedom in her war against us. Com- 
pare her treatment of Poles, Finns, 
Ukrainanians (small Russians) and He- 
‘brews with the freedom which the dif- 
ferent nationalities enjoy in our empire! 
And England herself. Is it for free- 
dom’s sake that she holds Gibraltar and 
that she subjugated the Boers? 

No! Civilization and freedom have 
nothing to do with the issues at stake now, 
least of all in the sense that our enemies 
have drawn the sword for their cause. It 
is a war for conquest and supremacy 
stirred up by all the hateful passions in 
human nature, fully as much as any war 
that has ever been waged before. But 
we did not stir it up. We are fighting 
for our existence, right and justice are 


on our side, and so we trust will victory 
be. 

The causes of the war are clear. To 
make its issues still clearer, imagine for 
a moment and merely for argument’s 
sake the consequences of our adversaries 
being successful. Russia, England, and 
Japan would remain masters of the field. 
Is this a consummation any thinking 
American can wish for? 


These are the considerations I wished 
to lay before you, and I ask your as- 
sistance to bring them before the Amer- 
ican people. I ask for no reply, no mani- 
festation of feelings or opinion from you. 
What I ask you is to publish this letter 
as an open letter addressed by me to you, 
signed with my full name. How to do 
this I leave entirely to you. It goes 
without saying that your private reply, 
if you favor me with one, will be treated 
as such. 


Hoping to meet you in better times, 
and sending our kindest regards to Mrs. 
Roosevelt, believe me, yours most sin- 
cerely, ; 

BARON L. HENGELMULLER. 

Abbazia, Sept. 25, 1914. 


Russian Atrocities 


By George Haven Putnam. 


Publisher, 


Director of the Knickerbocker Press, 


Secretary American 


Copyright League; decorated with the Cross: of the Legion of Honor, France. 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 

T is possible that the letter pre- 
sented herewith from a German 
neighbor (who is a stranger to me) 
may be of interest to your readers 

as an example of a curious confusion of 
thought into which have fallen Germans 
on both sides of the Atlantic in regard 

to the issues of the present struggle and 
' the conduct and the actions of the Ger- 
man Army. I am inclosing a copy of 
my reply to Mr. Thienes. 

GEORGE HAVEN PUTNAM. | 
New York, Nov. 4, 1914. 


THE LETTER. 


NEW YORK, Oct. 28, 1914. 
Mr. George Haven Putnam. 


EAR SIR: Now that you have 
shown your “true” spirit of neu- 
trality toward Germany, would you not 
be kind enough to give us a similar 
piece of your wisdom and describe in 
detail the way the Russians acted in 
East Prussia during their short stay 
there, and how they murdered, tortured, 
and assaulted women and girls, and cut 
children and infants to pieces without 
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even the provocation of “sniping ”? 
This, your new article in THE TIMES, 
I anticipate with the greatest interest. 


RUDOLF F. THIENES. 


THE REPLY. 


Rudolf F. Thienes, Esq. 
Y DEAR SIR: Your letter of the 
28th inst., intended as a rejoinder 
to a letter recently printed by me in 
THE TIMES, is written under a misappre- 
hension in regard to one important mat- 
ter. 

The Americans, who are in a position 
to judge impartially in regard to the 
issues of the war, have criticised the offi- 
cial acts which have attended the devas- 
tation of Belgium, not because these acts 
were committed by Germans, but because 
they were in themselves abominable and 
contrary to precedents and to civilized 
standards. ; 

If the Russians had, under official 
order, burned Lemburg, including the 
university and the library, and executed 
the Burgomaster, they would have come 
under the same condemnation from 
Americans that has been given to Ger- 
mans for the burning of Louvain and 
Aerschot and the shooting of the Aer- 
schot Burgomaster. I am myself familiar 
with Germany. I am an old-time Ger- 
man student, and I have German friends 
on both sides of the Atlantic, and I am in 
a position to sympathize with legitimate 
aspirations and ideals of these German 
friends. 

I am convinced, however, that no na- 
tion can secure in this twentieth century 
its rightful development unless its na- 
tional conduct is regulated with a “decent 


respect to the opinions of mankind.” The 
rererences made in my TIMES Jetters 
were restricted to official actions; things 
done under the direction of the military 
commanders acting in accord with the 
instructions or the general policy of the 
Imperial Government. 


The misdeeds of individual soldiers are 
difficult to verify. While these are al- 
ways exaggerated, it remains the sad 


_ truth that every big army contains a 


certain percentage of ruffians, and that 
when these ruffians are let loose in a 
community, with weapons and with mili- 
tary power behind them, bad things are 
done. It is my own belief that the ma- 
terial in the German Army (which is the 
best fighting machine that the world has 
ever seen) will compare favorably with 
that of any army in the world, and that 
the percentage of wrongful acts on the 
part of the German soldiers has been 
small. Such misdeeds, sometimes to be 
characterized as atrocities, are the in- 
evitable result of war, and they bring a 
grave responsibility upon a Government 
which (to accept as well founded the 
frank utterances of the leaders of opin- 
ion in Germany) has initiated this war 
for the purpose of “ crushing France and 
of breaking up the British Empire.” 


You appear to think that it is in order 
for Germany to visit upon unoffending 
Belgians reprisal for the misdeeds (as 
far as such misdeeds may be in evidence) 
committed by Russians in Hast Prussia. 
I cannot see that this contention is in 
accord with justice or with common 
sense. 

GEORGE HAVEN PUTNAM. 

New York, Oct. 28, 1914. 


“The United States of Europe” 


INTERVIEW WITH NICHOLAS MURRAY BUTLER. 


Dr. Butler is President of Columbia University ; received Republican elec- 
toral vote for Vice President of the United States, 1913; President of 


American Branch of Conciliation Internationale; 
Trustee Carnegie Endowment for International 


Historical Association ; 


Peace; 


Commander Order of the Red Eagle 


President American 


(with Star) of Prussia; 


Commandeur de Legion d’Honneur of France. = 


HE United States of Europe. 
| Dr. Nicholas Murray Butler, 
President of Columbia Univer- 
sity, firmly believes that the 
organization of such a federation will be 
the outcome, soon or late, of a situation 
built up through years of European 
failure to adjust government to the 
growth of civilization. ae 

He thinks it possible that the ending 
of the present war may see the rising 
of the new sun of democracy to light a 
day of freedom for our transatlantic 
neighbors. 

He tells me that thinking men in all 
the contending nations ‘are beginning 
vividly to consider such a contingency, 
to argue for it or against it; in other 
words, to regard it as an undoubted 
possibility. 

Dr. Butler’s acquaintance among those 
thinking men of all shades of political 
belief is probably wider than that of any 
other American; and it is significant of 
the startling importance of what he says 
that by far the greater number of his 
European friends, the men upon whose 
views he has largely, directly or in- 
directly, based his conclusions, are not 
of the socialistic or of any other revo- 
lutionary or semi-revolutionary groups, 
but are among the most conservative 
and most important figures in European 
political, literary, and educational fields. 

This .being unquestionably true, it is 
by no means improbable that in the inter- 
view which follews, fruit of two evenings 
in Dr. Butler’s library, may be found the 
most important speculative utterance yet 


to appear in relation to the general 
European war. : 

Dr. Butler‘s estimate of the place 
which the United States now holds upon 
the stage of the theatre of world prog- 
ress and his forecast of the tremen- 
dously momentous rédle which she is 
destined to play there must make every 
American’s heart first swell with pride 
and then thrill with a realization of re- 
sponsibility. 

The United States of Europe, modeled 
after and instructed by the United States 
of America! The thought is stimulating. 

Said Dr. Butler: 

“The European cataclysm puts the 
people of the United States in a unique 
and tremendously important position. As 
neutrals we are able to observe events 
and to learn the lesson that they teach. 
If we learn rightly we shall gain for - 
ourselves and be able to confer upon 
others benefits far more important than 
any of the material advantages which 
may come to us through a shrewd han- 
dling of the new possibilities in interna- 
tional trade. 

“T hesitate to discuss any phase of the 
great conflict now raging in Europe. By 
today’s mail, for example, I received 
long, personal letters from Lord Haldane, - 
from Lord Morley, from Lord Weardale, 
and from Lord Bryce. Another has just 
come from Prof. Schiemann of Berlin, 
perhaps the Emperor’s most intimate 
adviser; another from Prof. Lamasch of 
Austria, who was the Presiding Judge of 


‘the British-American arbitration in re- 


lation to the Newfoundland fisheries a 
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few years ago, and is a member of the 
Austrian House of Peers. Still others 
are from M. Ribot, Minister of Finance 


in France, and M. d’Estournelles de Con- . 


stant. These confidential letters give a 
wealth of information as to the intellec- 
tual and political forces that are behind 
the conflict. 

“You will understand, then, that with- 
out disloyalty to my many friends in 
Europe, I could not discuss with freedom 
the causes or the progress of the war, or 


speculate in detail about the future of | 


the European problem. My friends in 
Germany, France, and England all write 
to me with the utmost freedom and not 
for the public eye; so you see that my 
great difficulty, when you ask me to talk 
about the meaning of the struggle, arises 
from the obligation that I am under to 
preserve a proper personal reserve re- 
garding the great figures behind the vast 
intellectual and political changes which 
really are in the background of the war. 


“Tf such reserve is necessary in my 
case, it seems to me that it also is neces- 
sary for the country as a whole. The 
attitude of the President has been im- 
peccable. That of the whole American 
press and people should be the same. 

“Especially is it true that all Ameri- 
cans who hope to have influence, as indi- 
viduals, in shaping the events which will 
follow the war, must avoid any expres- 
sion which even might be tortured into 
an avowal of partisanship or final judg- 
ment. 

“Even the free expression of views 
criticising particular details of the war, 
which might, in fact, deserve criticism, 
-might destroy one’s chance of future pos- 
Sible usefulness. A statement which 
might be unquestionably true might also 
be remembered to the damage of some 
important cause later on. : 

“There are reasons why my position 
is, perhaps, more difficult than that of 
some others. Talking is often a hazard- 
ous practice, and never more so than 
now. 

“The world is at crossroads, and 
everything may depend upon the United 
States, which has been thrust by events 
into a unique position of moral leader- 


ship. Whether the march of the future 
is to be to the right or to the left, uphill 
or down, after the war is over, may well 
depend upon the course this nation shall 
then take, and upon the influence which 
it shall exercise. 

“Tt we keep our heads clear there are 
two things that we can bring insistently 
to the attention of Europe—each of vast 
import at such a time as that which will 
follow the ending of this war. 

“The first of these is the fact that 
race antagonisms die away and disappear 
under the influence of liberal and en- 
lightened political institutions. This has 
been proved in the United States. 

“We have huge Celtic, Latin, Teutonic 
and Slavic populations all living here at 


- peace and in harmony; and, as years 


pass, they tend to merge, creating new 
and homogeneous types... The Old World — 
antagonisms have become memories. 
This proves that such antagonisms are 
not mysterious attributes of geography 
or climate, but that they are the out- 
growth principally of social and political 
conditions. Here a man can do about 
what he likes, so long as he does not vio- 
late the law; he may pray as he pleases 
or not at all, and he may speak any lan- 
guage that he chooses. 

“The United States -is itself proof 
that most of the contentions of Euro- 
peans as to race antagonisms are ill- 
founded. We have demonstrated that 
racial antagonisms need not necessarily 
become the basis of permanent hatreds 
and an excuse for war. 


Hyphens Are Going. 


“Tf human beings are given the chance 
they will make the most of themselves, 
and, by living happily—which means by 
living at peace—they will avoid conflict. 
The hyphen tends to disappear from 
American terminology. The German- 
American, the Italio-American, the Irish- 
American all become Americans. 

“So, by and large, our institutions 
have proved their capacity to amalga- 
mate and to set free every type of human 
being which thus far has come under our 
flag. There is in this a lesson which may 
well be taken seriously to heart by the 
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leaders of opinion in Europe when this 
war ends. 


“The second thing which we may 
press, with propriety, upon the attention 
of the people of Europe after peace 
comes to them is the fact that we are 
not only the great exponents but the 
great example of the success of the prin- 
ciple of federation in its application to 
unity of political life regardless of local, 
economic, and racial differences. 


“Tf our fathers had attempted to 
organize this country upon the basis of 
a single, closely unified State, it would 
have gone to smash almost at the. outset, 
wrecked by clashing economic and per- 
sonal interests. Indeed, this nearly hap- 
pened in the civil war, which was more 
economic than political in its origin. 


“But, though we had our difficulties, 
we did find a way to make a unified 
nation of a hundred million people and 
forty-eight Commonwealths, all bound 
together in unity and in loyalty to a 
common political ideal and a common po- 
litical purpose. 

“Just as certainly as we sit here this 
must and will be the future of Europe. 
There will be a federation into the United 
States of Europe. 


“When one nation sets out to assert 
itself by force agairst the will, or even 
the wish, of its neighbors, disaster must 
inevitably come. Disaster would have 
come here if, in 1789, New York_ had 
endeavored to assert itself against New 
England or Pennsylvania. 

“As a matter of fact, certain inhabi- 
tants of Rhod2 Island and Pennsylvania 
did try something of the sort after the 
Federal Goverrment had been formed, 
but, fortunately, their effort was a 
failure. 

“The leaders of our national life had 
established such a flexible and admirable 
plan of government that it was soon 
apparent that each State could retain 
its identity, forming its own ideals and 
shaping its own progress, and still re- 
main a loyal part of the whole; that 
each State could make a place for itself 
in the new federated nation and not be 
destroyed thereby. 


“There is no reason why each nation 
in Europe should not make a place for 
itself in the sun of unity which I am 
sure is rising there behind the war 
clouds. Europe’s stupendous economic 
loss, which already has-been appalling 
and will soon be incalculable, will give 
us an opportunity to press this argument 
home. 

“True internationalism is not the 
enemy of the nationalistic principle. 

“On the contrary, it helps true nation- 
alism to thrive. The Vermonter is more 
a Vermonter because he is an American, - 
and there is no reason why Hungary, 
for example, should not be more than 
ever before Hungarian after she becomes 
a member of the United States of 
Europe. 


“Europe, of course, is not without 
examples of the successful application 
of the principle of federation within it- 
self. It so happens that the federated 
State next greatest to our own is the 
German Empire. It is only forty-three 
years old, but their federation has been 
notably successful. So the idea of fed- 
eration is familiar to German publicists. 

“Tt is familiar, also, to the English, 
and has lately been pressed there as 
the probable final solution of the Irish 
question. 

“Tt has insistently suggested itself as 
the solution of the Balkan problem. 

“In a lesser way it already is rep- 
resented in the structure of Austria- 
Hungary. 

America’s Great Work. 

“This principle of nation building, of 
international building through federa- 
tion, certainly has in it the seeds of the 
world’s next great development—and we 
Americans are in a position both to ex- 
pand the theory and to illustrate the 
practice. It seems to me that this is the 
greatest work which America will have 
to do at the end of this war. 

“These are the things which I am 
writing to my European correspondents 
in the several belligerent countries by — 


every mail. 


“The cataclysm is so awful that it is 
quite within the bounds of truth to say 
that on July 31 the curtain went down 
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upon a world which never will be seen 
again. 

“This conflict is the birth-throe of a 
new European order of things. The 
man who attempts to judge the future 
by the old standards or to force the fut- 
ure back to them will be found to be 
hopelessly out of date. The world will 
have no use for him. The world has left 
behind forever the international policies 
of Palmerston and of Beaconsfield and 
even those of Bismarck, which were far 
more powerful. 

“When the war ends conditions will 
be such that a new kind of imagina- 
tion and a new kind of statesmanship 
will be required. This war will prove 
‘to be the most effective education of 
500,000,000 people which possibly could 
have been thought of, although it is the 
most costly and most terrible means 
which could have been chosen. The re- 
sults of this education will be shown, I 
think, in the process of general recon- 
struction which will follow. 

“All the talk of which we hear so 
much about, the peril from the Slav or 
from the Teuton or from the Celt, is un- 
worthy of serious attention. It would 
be quite as reasonable to discuss seri- 
ously the red-headed peril or the six- 
footer peril. 

“There is no peril to the world in the 
Slav, the Teuton, the Celt, or any other 
race, provided the people of that race 
have an opportunity to develop as social 
and economic units, and are not bottled 
up so that an explosion must come. 

“Tt is my firm belief that nowhere 
in the world, from this time on, will any 
form of government be tolerated which 
does not set men free to develop in this 
fashion.” ‘ 


I asked Dr. Butler to make some prog- 
nostication of what the United States 
of Europe, which he so confidently ex- 
pects, will be. He answered: 


Has Advanced Much. 


“T can say only this: The international 
organization of the world already has 
progressed much further than is ordi- 
narily understood. Ever since the Franco- 
Prussian war and the Geneva Arbitra- 


tion, both landmarks in modern history, 
this has advanced inconspicuously, but by 
leaps and bounds. 

“The postal service of the world has 
been internationalized in its control for 
years. The several Postal Conventions 
have been evidences of an international 
organization of the highest order. 

“ Europe abounds in illustrations of the 
international administration of large 
things. The very laws of war, which 
are at present the subject of so much 
and such bitter discussion, are the result 
of international organization. 

“They were not adopted by a Con- 
gress, a Parliament, or a Reichstag. 
They were agreed to by many and di- 
vergent peoples, who sent representa- 
tives to meet for their discussion and 
determination. 


One of the Examples. 


“In the admiralty law we have a most 
striking example of uniformity of prac- 
tice in all parts of the world. If a ship 
is captured or harmed in the Far East 
and taken into Yokohama or Nagasaki, 
damages will be assessed and collected 
precisely as they would be in New York 
or Liverpool. 

“The world is gradually developing a 
code for international legal procedure. 
Special arbitral tribunals have tended to 
merge and grow into the international 
court at The Hague, and that, in turn, 
will develop until it becomes a real su- 
preme judicial tribunal. 

“Of course the analogy with the fed- 
erated State fails at some points. but I 
believe the time will come when each 
nation will deposit in a world federation 
some portion of its sovereignty. 

“When this occurs we shall be able to 
establish an international’ executive and 
an international police, both devised for 
the especial purpose of enforcing the de- 
cisions of the international court. 

“ Here, again, we offer a perfect object 
lesson. Our Central Government is one 
of limited and defined powers. Our his- 
tory can show Europe how such limita- 
tions and definitions can be established 
and interpreted, and how they can be 
modified and amended when necessary to 
meet new conditions. 
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“My colleague, Prof. John Bassett 
Moore, is now preparing and publishing 
a series of annotated reports of the inter- 
national arbitration tribunals, in order 
that the Governments and jurists of the 
world may have at hand, as they have in 
the United States Supreme Court, re- 
ports, a record of decided cases which, 
when the time comes, may be referred to 
as precedents. 

“Tt will be through graded processes 
such as this that the great end will be 
accomplished. Beginning with such anno- 
tated reports as a basis for precedents, 
each new case tried before this tribunal 
will add a further precedent, and pres- 
ently a complete international code will 
be in existence. It was in this way that 
the English conmon law was built, and 
such has been the admirable history of 
the work done by our own judicial 
system. 

“ The study of such problems is at this 
time infinitely more important than the 
consideration of how large a fine shall be 
inflicted by the victors upon the van- 
quished. 

The Chief Result. 

“There is the probability of some dis- 
location of territory and some shiftings 
of sovereignty after the war ends, but 
these will be of comparatively minor im- 
portance. The important result of this 
great war will be the stimulation of in- 
_ ternational organization along some such 

lines as I have suggested. 

“ Dislocation of territory and the shift- 
ing of sovereigns as the result of inter- 
‘national disagreements are mediaeval 
practices. After this war the world will 
“want to solve its problems in terms of 
the future, not in those of the outgrown 
past. 

“ Conventional diplomacy and conven- 
tional statesmanship have very evidently 
broken down in Europe. They have made 
a disastrous failure of the work with 
which they were intrusted. They did not 
and could not prevent the war because 
they knew and used only the old for- 
mulas. They had no tools for a job like 
this. 

“A new type of international states- 
man is certain to arise, who will have 


a grasp of new tendencies, a new out- 
look upon life. Bismarck used to say 
that it would pay any nation to wear the 
clean linen of a civilized State. The 
truth of this must be taught to those 
nations of the world which are weakest 
in morale, and it can only be done, I 
suppose, as similar work is accomplished 
with individuals. Courts, not killings, 
have accomplished it with individuals. 
“One more point ought to be remem- 
bered. We sometimes hear it said that 
nationalism, the desire for national ex- 


pression by each individual nation, makes 


the permanent peace and good order of 
the world impossible. 


“To me it seems absurd to believe that 
this is any truer of nations than it is of 
individuals. It is not each nation’s de- 
sire for national oppression which makes 
peace impossible; it is the fact that thus 
far in the world’s history such desire 
has been bound up with militarism. 

“The nation whose frontier bristles 
with bayonets and with forts is like the © 
individual with a magazine pistol in his 
pocket. Both make for murder. Both 
in their hearts really mean murder. 

“The world will be better when the 
nations invite the judgment of their 
neighbors and are influenced by it. 

“When John Hay said that the Golden 
Rule and the open door should guide 
our new diplomacy he said something 
which should be applicable to the new 
diplomacy of the whole world. The 
Golden Rule and a free chance are all 
that any man ought to want or ought to 
have, and they are all that any nation 
ought to want or ought to have. 

“One of the controlling principles of 
a democratic State is that its military 
and naval establishments must be com- 
pletely subservient to the civil power. 
They should form the police, and not be 
the dominant factor of any national life. 

“As soon as they go beyond this 
simple function in any nation; then that 
nation is afflicted with militarism. 

“It is difficult to make predictions of 
the war’s effect on us. As I see it, our 
position will depend a good deal upon 


the outcome of the conflict, and what 


that will be no one at present knows. 
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“If a new map of Europe follows the 
war, its permanence will depend upon 
whether or not the changes are such as 
will permit nationalities to organize as 
nations. 

“The world should have 
through the lessons of the past that it is 
impossible permanently and peacefully 
to submerge large bodies of aliens if they 
are treated as aliens. That is the oppo- 
site of the mixing process which is so 
successfully building a nation out of 
varied nationalities in the United States. 


“The old Romans understood this. They - 


permitted their outlying vassal nations 
to speak any language they chose and to 
worship whatever god they chose, so long 
as they recognized the sovereignty of 
Rome. When a conquering nation goes 
beyond that, and begins to suppress reli- 
gions, languages, and customs, it begins 
at that very moment to sow the seeds of 
insurrection and revolution. . 

“My old teacher and colleague, Prof. 
Burgess, once defined a nation as an 
ethnographic unit inhabiting a _ geo- 
graphic unit. That is an illuminating 
definition. If a nation is not an ethno- 
graphic unit, it tries to become one by 
oppressing or amalgamating the weaker 
portions of its people. If it is not a 
geographic unit, it tries to become one 
by reaching out to a mountain chain or 
to the sea—to something which will serve 
as a real dividing line between it and its 
next neighbors. 

“The accuracy of this definition can 
hardly be denied, and we all know what 
the violations of this principle have been 
in Europe. It is unnecessary for me to 
point, them out. 

“Races rarely have been successfully 
mixed by conquest. The military winner 
of a war is not always the real conqueror 
in the long run. The Normans conquered 
Saxon England, but Saxon law and Saxon 
institutions worked up through the new 
power and have dominated England’s 
later history. The Teutonic tribes con- 
quered Rome, but Roman civilization, by 
a sort of capillary attraction, went up 
into the mass above and presently domi- 
nated the Teutons. 

“The persistency of a civilization may 


learned 


well be superior in tenacity to mere mili- 
tary conquest and control. 


“The smallness of the number of in- 
stances in which conquering nations have 
been able successfully to deal with alien 
peoples is extraordinary. The Romans 
were unusually successful, and England 
has been successful with all but the 
Irish, but perhaps no other peoples have 
been successful in high degree in an ef- 
fort to hold alien populations as vassals 
and to make them really happy and com- 
fortable as such. 


“One of the war’s chief effects on 
us will be to change our point of view. 
Europe will be more vivid to us from 
now on. There are many public men who 
have never thought much about Europe, 
and who have been far from a realiza- 
tion of its actual importance to us. It 
has been a place to which to go for a 
Summer holiday. 

“But, suddenly, they find they cannot 
sell their cotton there or their copper, 
that they cannot market their stocks and 
bonds there, that they cannot send money 
to their families who are traveling there, 
because there is a war. To such men the 
war must have made it apparent that 
interdependence among nations is more 
than a mere phrase. 


“ All our trade and all our economic 
and social policies must recognize this. 
The world has discovered that cash with- 
out credit means little. One cannot use 
cash if one cannot use one’s credit to 
draw it whenever and wherever needed. 
Credit is intangible and volatile, and 
may be destroyed over night. 


“T saw this in Venice. 


“On July 31 I could have drawn every 
cent that my letter of credit called for 
up to the time the banks closed. At 10 
in the morning on the 1st of August I 
could not draw the value of a postage 
stamp. 


“Yet the banker in New York who is- 
sued my letter of credit had ‘hot failed. 
His standing was as good as ever it had 
been. But the world’s system of inter- 
national exchange of credit had _ suf- 
fered a stroke of paralysis over night. 

“This realization of: international in- 
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terdependence, I hope, will elevate and 
refine our patriotism by teaching men 
a wider sympathy and a deeper under- 
standing of other peoples, nations, and 
languages. I sincerely hope it will edu- 
cate us up to what I have called ‘The 
International Mind.’ 

“When Joseph Chamberlain began his 
campaign after returning from South 
Africa his keynote was, ‘ Learn to think 
_imperially.’ I think ours should be, 
‘Learn to think internationally,’ to see 
ourselves not in competition with the 
other peoples of the world, but working 
with them toward a common end, the 
advance of civilization. 


A Note of Optimism. 


“There are hopeful signs, even in the 
midst of the gloom that hangs over us. 
Think what it has meant for the great 
nations of Europe to have come to us, 
as they have done, asking our favorable 
public opinion. We have no army and 
navy worthy of their fears. They can 
have been induced by nothing save their 
conviction that we are the possessors of 
sound political ideals and a great moral 
force. 

“Tn other words, they do not want us 
to fight for them, but they do want us 
to approve of them. They want us to 
pass judgment upon the humanity and 


the legality of their acts, because they 
feel that our judgment will be the judg- 
ment of history. There is a lesson in this. 

“If we had not repealed the Panama 
Canal Tolls Exemption act last June they 
would not have come to us as they are 
doing now. Who would have cared for 
our opinion in the matter of a treaty 
violation if, for mere financial interest 
or from sheer vanity, we ourselves had 
violated a solemn treaty? 


“When Congress repealed the Panama - 
Canal ‘Tolls Exemption act it marked an 
epoch in the history of the United States. 
This did more than the Spanish war, than 
the building of the Panama Canal, or 
than anything else I think of, to make us 
a true world power. 

“ As a nation we have kept our word 
when sorely tempted to break it. We 
made Cuba independent, we have not ex- 
ploited the Philippines, we have stood by 
our word as to Panama Canal tolls. 


“Tn consequence we are the first moral 
power in the world today. Others may 
be first with armies, still others first 
with navies. But we have made good 
our right to be appealed to on questions 
of national and international morality. 
That Europe is seeking our favor is the 
tribute of the European nations to this 
fact.” 


A New World Map 


By Wilhelm Ostwald. 


Late Visiting Professor to Harvard and Columbia Universities from the 


University of Leipsic. 


The following article is extracted from a 
letter written by Prof, Ostwald to Edwin 
D. Mead, Director of the World Peace 
Foundation. 


Tr: war is the result of a delib- 
erate onslaught upon Germany 
and Austria by the powers of 

the Triple Entente — Russia, 

France, and England. Its object is on 


the part of Russia an extension of Rus- 
sian supremacy over the Balkans, on the 


side of France revenge, and on the side 
of England annihilation of the German 
Navy and German commerce. In Eng- 
land especially it has been for several 
centuries a constant policy to destroy 
upon favoring occasion every navy of 
every other country which threatened to 
become equal to the English Navy. 


Germany has proved its love of peace 
for forty-four years under the most try- 
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ing circumstances. While all other States 
have expanded themselves by conquest, 
Russia in Manchuria, England in the 
Transvaal, France in Morocco, Italy in 
Tripoli, Austria in Bosnia, Japan in Ko- 
rea, Germany alone has contented itself 
with the borders fixed in 1871. It is 
purely a war of defense which is now 
forced upon us. 


In the face of these attacks Germany 
has until now (the end of August) 
proved its military superiority, which 
rests upon the fact that the entire Ger- 
man military force is scientifically or- 
ganized and honestly administered. 


The violation of Belgian neutrality 
was an act of military- necessity, since 
it is now proved that Belgian neutrality 
was to be violated by France and Eng- 
land. A proof of this is the accumulation 
of English munitions in Maubeuge, aside 
from many other facts. 


According to the course of the war 
up to the present time, European peace 
seems to me nearer than ever before. 
We pacificists must only understand that 
unhappily the time was not yet suf- 
ficiently developed to establish peace by 
the peaceful way. If Germany, as every- 
thing now seems to make probable, is 
victorious in the struggle not only with 
Russia and France but attains the fur- 
ther end of destroying the source from 
which: for two or three centuries all 
European strifes have been nourished 
and intensified, namely, the English 
policy of world dominion, then will Ger- 
many, fortified on one side by its mili- 
tary superiority, on the other side by 
the eminently peaceful sentiment of the 
greatest part of its people, and espe- 
cially of the German Emperor, dictate 
peace to the rest of Europe, I hope espe- 


cially that the future treaty of peace 
will in the first place provide effectually 
that a European war such as the persent 
can never again break out. 


I hope, moreover, that the Russian 
people, after the conquest of their 
armies, will free themselves from 
Czarism through an internal movement 
by which the present political Russia 
will be resolved into its natural units, 
namely, Great Russia, the Caucasus, 
Little Russia, Poland, Siberia, and Fin- _ 
land, to which probably the Baltic proy- 
inces would join themselves. These, I 
trust, would unite themselves with Fin- 
land and Sweden, and perhaps with Nor- 
way and Denmark, into a Baltic federa- 
tion, which in close connection with Ger- 
many would insure European peace, and 


-especially form a bulwark against any 


disposition to war which might remain 
in Great Britain. 


For the other side of the earth I pre- 
dict a similar development under the 


_ leadership of the United States. I 


assume that the English dominion will 
suffer a downfall similar to that which 
I have predicted for Russia, and that - 
under these circumstances Canada would 


join the United States, the expanded 


republic assuming a certain leadership — 
with reference to the South American > 
republics. 2 


The principle of the absolute sover- 
eignty of the individual nations, which 
in the present European tumult has 
proved itself so inadequate and baneful, 
must be given up and replaced by a 
system conforming to the world’s actual . 
conditions and especially to those political 
and economic relations which determine 
industrial and cultural progress and the 
common welfare. 


ARTHUR VON BRIESEN 


See Page 548 


NICHOLAS MURRAY BUTLER 


See Page 565 


~The Verdict of the RidebiCan People 


By Newell Dwight Hillis. 


Dr. Hillis, who occupies the pulpit of Plymouth 
Church, Brooklyn, made famous by the pastorate 
of the late Henry Ward Beecher, delivered the 
following remarkable sermon on the BHuropean 
War on Sunday, Dec. 20, 1914, choosing as his 
text the words: ‘“ From whence come wars? 
Come they not from your own tusts?” 


} J pe five months have now 
passed by since the German 
Army invaded Belgium and 

France. These 140 days have 
been packed with thrilling and moment- 
ous events. ‘While from their safe vant- 
age ground the American people have 
surveyed the scene, an old régime has 
literally crumbled under our very eyes. 

Europe is a loom on whose earthen frame- 

work demiurgic forces like Frederick the 

Great, Bismarck, and Napoleon once wove 

the texture of European civilization. Now 

the demon of war has, with hot knife, 
shorn away the texture, and a modern 

Czar and Kaiser, King and President, 

with Generals and Admirals, are weav- 

ing the warp and woof of a new world. 

One hundred years ago the forces that 

bred wars were political forces; today 

the collision between nations is born of 
economic interests. The twentieth cen- 
tury influences are chiefly the force of 
wealth and the force of public opinion. 

These are the giant steeds, though the 

reins of the horses may be in the hands 

of Kings and Kaisers. In Napoleon’s 
day antagonism grew out of the natural 
hatred ‘of autocracy for democracy, of 

German imperialism for French radical- 

ism. Today Germany is not even inter- 

ested in France’s republican form of 

Government, nor is France concerned 

with Germany’s imperial autocrat. But 

all Europe is intensely concerned with 
the question of economic supremacy or 
financial subordination. 


Ever since Oliver Cromwell’s day Eng- 


land has been the mistress of the seas, 
and Germany is envious and _ believes 
that she has a right to supplant England 
in this naval leadership. France has long 
been the banker of Europe, and Germany 
covets financial leadership. From whence 
come wars? Come they not from men’s 
lusts? Now that long time has passed, it 
is quite certain that neither Napoleon 
nor Bismarck nor William II. under- 
stood the future. It is a proverb that 
yesterday is a seed, today the stalk, and 
tomorrow is the full corn in the ear. 
Napoleon was a practical man, but he 
could not see the shock in the seed. When 
Napoleon said, “ One hundred years from 
now Europe will be all republican or all 
Cossack ”—Napoleon was quite wrong. 
Forty years ago Bismarck said that he 
had reduced France to the level of a 
fourth-class nation, and that henceforth 
France did not count; while as for the 
Balkan States, ‘‘the whole Eastern ques- 
tion is not worth the bones of a Pome- 
ranian grenadier ”—Bismarck was quite 
wrong. The present Kaiser has no imag- 
ination. A man of any prevision of the 
future might have foreseen that any at- 
tack upon England would settle the Irish 
question; that any treaty with Turkey 
would force Italy, as Turkey’s enemy in 
the late Italian-Turkish war, to break 
with Germany; any man with the least 
instinct for diplomacy might have known 
that the twentieth century man is so in- 
censed by an enemy’s trespass upon his 
property, that Belgium would have re- 
sisted encroachment, and so cost Ger- 
many the best three weeks of the entire 
war. If the history of great wars tells 
us anything, it tells us that the first 
qualification of the statesman and diplo- 
mat is an intuitive knowledge of a 
future that is the certain outcome of the 
present. There has been no foresight on 
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the part of the makers and advisers of 
this war. Years ago, when the Austrian 
Emperor visited Innsbruck, the Burgo- 
master ordered foresters to go up on the 
mountain sides and cut certain swaths of 
brush. At the moment the man with his 
axe did not know what he was doing, but 
when the night fell, and the torch was 
lifted on the boughs, the people in the 
city below read these words written in 
letters of fire, “Welcome to our Em- 
peror.” Today the demon of war has 
been writing with blazing letters certain 
lessons upon the hills and valleys of Eu- 
rope, and fortunate is that youth who 
can read the writing and interpret aright 
the lessons of the times. 


The people of the republic now realize 
for the first time what are the inevitable 
fruits of imperialism and militarism. 
One of the perils of America’s distance 
from the scenes of autocracy is that our 
people have come to think that the forms 
of government are of little importance. 
We hear it said that climate determines 
government and that one nation likes 
autocracy and another limited monarchy, 
that we like democracy self-government, 
and that the people are about as happy 
under one form of control as another. 
This misconception is based upon a 
failure to understand foreign imperial- 
ism. Superficially, the fruits of autoc- 
racy are efficiency, industrial wealth, 
and military power. But now, after 

nearly five months of constant discus- 
sion, our people understand thoroughly 
the other side of imperialism. The 
6,000,000 of German-Americans living in 
this country, with their high type of 
character, millions who have left their 
native land to escape service in the 
army, the burdens of taxation involved 
in militarism, and the law of lése ma- 
jesté, should have opened our eyes long 
ago. During the last five years I have 
lectured in more than one hundred cities 
on the New Germany and the lessons 
derived from her industrial efficiency, 
with the application of science to the 
production of wealth, but I did not ap- 
preciate fully the far-off harvest of 
militarism. And, lest an American over- 
state the meaning of militarism, let me 


condense Treitschke’s view. He holds 
that the nation should be looked upon 
as a vast military engine; that its ruler 
should be the commander of the army; 
that his Cabinet should be under Gen- 
erals; that the whole nation should 
march with the force of an armed regi- 
ment; that the real “sin against the 
Holy Ghost was the sin of military 
impotence; that such an army should 
take all it wants and the territory it 
needs and explain afterward.” Manu- 
facturers are essentially inventors of 
cannons and guns and dreadnoughts, in- 
cidentally self-supporting men. Bankers 
are here to finance the army and inci- 
dentally to make money. Physicians are 
here to heal the wounded soldiers. 
Gymnasiums are founded to train sol- 
diers. Women are here to breed soldiers, 
and militarism is the path that will 
bring Germany to her place in the sun. 
The youth is first of all to be a soldier 
and incidentally to be a man. No one 
has indicted Germany’s militarism in 
stronger language than the distinguished 
German-American, Carl Schurz. In words 
that burn the great statesman expressed 
his hatred of the imperialism and mili- 
tarism against which he helped to or- 
ganize a revolution that led to his flight 
to this country. Of late Americans have 
been asking themselves certain questions. 


The American Ideal vs. the German. 


What will be the result if Germany is 
allowed to seize any smaller State whose 
territory and property she covets? Is all 
Europe to become an armed camp? 
What is the meaning of this German 
professor’s article in The North Ameri- 
can Review, written two or three years 
ago, in which he says that once she is 
victorious the Monroe Doctrine will go 
and the United States will receive the 
“thrashing she so richly deserves”? 
Must we then go over to the military 
ideal? If Germany supports 8,000,000 
soldiers out of 66,000,000, must we with- 
draw from productive industry 12,000,- 
000 men for at least two or three of the 
best years of their young life? Must 
we start in on a programme of ten dread- 
noughts a year instead of building ten 
colleges and universities for the same 
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sum of money? Of late Americans who 
love their country have been searching 
their own hearts. Merchants hitherto 
busied with commerce are asking them- 
selves whither this country is drifting. 
Is Germany to compel us to become a 
vast military machine? This military 
question is a subject of discussion on the 
street cars and in the stores, at the din- 
ing room table. No articles in paper 
and magazine are so eagerly read and 
analyzed. The American ideal is not a 
military machine, but a high quality of 
manhood. To make men free, with the 
gift of self-expression; to make men 
wise through the public school and the 
free press; to make men self-sufficing 
and happy in their homes, through free- 
dom of industrial contracts; to make men 
sound in their manhood through religious 
liberty for Jew and Gentile and Catholic 
and Protestant—these are our national 
ideals. America stands at the other pole 
of the universe from imperialism and 
militarism. So far from being willing to 
desert the political faith of the fathers, 
this war has confirmed our confidence in 
self-government. Liberty to grow, free- 
dom to climb as high as industry and 
ability will permit, liberty to analyze and 
discuss the views of President, Congress, 
Governor—these are our rights. In a 
military autocracy there can be no lib- 
erty of the printing press. If a man 
criticises the Kaiser, he goes to jail; in 
this republic, if Horace Greeley criticises 
Abraham Lincoln, Abraham Lincoln does 
not send the great editor to jail, but 
writes the latter, “ My paramount object 
is to save the Union,” and vindicates 
himself at the bar of the nation. An 
American editor or citizen would choke 
to death in Germany. -.He could not 
breathe because of the mephitic gases of 
imperialism and militarism. For a long 
time some of us did not realize what was 
involved, but now we do realize the dif- 
ference between the fruits of democratic 
self-government and the fruits of mili- 
tary imperialism. 

The last five months have brought a 
new realization to American citizens as 
to the rights and liberties of small States. 
In the republic the sin of trespass is one 


of the blackest of sins. Here we hold to 
the sanctity of property. A man’s home 
is his castle, a citadel that cannot be in- 
vaded even by the power of the State. 
So deep is the American hatred of tres- 
pass against property rights that im- 
perialism finds it impossible to under- 
stand this. Here the individual is a king 
of kings in his native right, and takes 
out an injunction against the city that 
wishes to trespass upon his property. 
This antagonism manifests itself in the 
laws that safeguard the small shopkeeper 
against the big firm, and the small manu- 
facturer against any company with its 
billion dollars of capital. This antago- 
nism to the sin of trespass has lent a 
peculiar sanctity to treaties between Can- 
ada and the United States. We have one 
hundred millions of people, and Canada 
nine millions. We need many things that 
Canada has, but it is intellectually un- 
thinkable that “we should take what we 
want and explain afterward,” or that we 
should violate our treaty guaranteeing 
neutrality to Canada. Our frontier line 
is three thousand miles long. There is 
not a fort from Maine to Victoria. If we 
adopted Germany’s position we would 
have to build one thousand forts, with- 
draw two million young men from the 
farm, factory, store and bank, and load 
the working people with taxes to support 
them. In a free land, and in God’s world, 
there should be a place for the poor man 
and for the small nation. In the olden 
time there was a king who had herds and 
flocks, and a poor man who had one pet 
lamb. It came to pass that a stranger 
claimed the right of hospitality at the 
rich man’s palace, and the king sent out 
and took the poor man’s one lamb and 
gave it for food to the stranger. And, 
soon or late, the time will come when 
history will tell the stcry of Germany’s 
taking little Belgium, and conscience, like 
a prophet, will indict the militarism that 
seized the one lamb that belonged to the 
poor man. This episode is not closed. 
The German representative who says 
that Belgium is a part of Germany may 
be right in terms of future government 
and war, but the incident has just begun 
in the memory of the soldiers who never 
can forget that they first broke their 
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sacred treaty, and then, when the Bel- 
gian defended his home as his castle, 
butchered the man, who died with a 
sacred treaty in his hand. Why, all over 
this land, teachers, fathers, editors, au- 
thors, have found it necessary to say to 
the young men and women of the re- 
public, “ Do not sign your name to an 
obligation unless you intend to keep it.” 
Keep your faith. Remember that your 
word given should be as good as your 
bond. ~ “Swear to your own hurt, and 
change not.” All this is inevitable, as the 
result of Germany’s trespass upon the 
property and the homes of Belgium. In 
some European lands the State is every- 
thing and the individual nothing. In this 
republic the individual is first, and the 
State is here to safeguard his rights and 
see to it that no one trespasses upon his 
property. The time will come when the 
nation that breaks its treaties and sows 
to the wind shall of that wind reap the 
whirlwind. It is an awful thing for a 
nation to make it inevitable that here- 
after when other people sign a treaty 
with that country, that our representa- 
tives shall say: “Before we sign this 
treaty with you, we wish to ask one ques- 
tion. Later, if it is to your interest to 
break this treaty, is this document to be 
sneered at as a scrap of paper? Or does 
this treaty mean the faith of a nation 
that will die rather than break its word, 
given before the tribunal of civilized 
States? ” 


The Death of the Tribal God Idea. 


This great war and one or two of the 
leaders thereof have killed the old tribal 
idea of God. In the twentieth century it 
seems almost ludicrous to find that the 
conception of the ancient Hebrews is still 
held by some rulers. Be the reasons 
what they may, of late there has been a 
strange recrudescence of the tribal God 
idea. This is the twentieth century, not 
the tenth! Think of a man sending his 
soldiers into Belgium, saying, “ Make 
yourselves as terrible as the Huns of 
Attila, and the Lord our God will give 
you victory.” Just as if God were not 
the God of the whole earth, a disinterest- 
ed God, a God who makes His sun to 
shine and His rain to fall upon all His 


children, without regard to race or clime 
or color. Why, it is as artless as the 
way the old Hebrew peasant called on 
God to blast his enemy’s field, and 
drown his children with floods, and smite . 
his herds with the plague. The tribal 
idea of God belongs with the ox cart, the 
medicine man, the cave dweller. This is 
an era of science. Whatever is true is 
‘universal, not racial. If the heart beats 
and the blood circulates in a German sol- 
dier’s veins, the blood flows in the veins 
of the people of England and France. If 
the earth goes around the sun in Berlin, 
the earth goes around the sun in Petro- 
grad and Edinburgh. If there are seven 
rays in the sunbeam, why, the discussion 
is closed, and it is a universal fact. And 
if Jesus was right when He said, “‘ God is 
our Father, and all the races are our 
brothers, and the world has been fitted 
up by God as an Eden garden for His 
children,” then no man or ruler should 
ever adopt the view of the peasant and 
the cave man, and try to make the Eter- 
nal God a tribal God. The unconscious 
humor in the statements of one or two 
men as to their tribal God idea has added 
to the gayety of nations. But when any 
view is laughed at, it is doomed. From 
the very moment that the doctrine of 
election, that made God love a few aris- 
tocrats and pass the non-elect by, be- 
came a matter of joke in the comic 
papers, that theory was dead. Not other- 
wise is it with this idea of a tribal God. 
When Barry Paine begins to say, 

Led by William, as you tell, " 

God has done extremely well, 
the tribal idea has been relegated to the 
theological scrap-heap. The peasant’s 
view must go. In this age men must be 
citizens of all countries and of the uni- 
verse. God is a sun Who shines for the 
poor man’s hut as truly as for the rich 
man’s palace. The Judge of all the earth 
is also the Father of all the races, and 
He will do men good and not evil. 


In view of the events of the last few 
months, all Americans now realize as 
never before the futility of ;war .as a 
means of settling disputes. Indeed, it 
may be doubted whether any war has 
ever settled any question. Defeat did 
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not convince the South that they were 
wrong in their idea of State rights or 
slavery. If the South has given up both 
- ideas today it is because time, events, 
and social progress have changed their 
view, not because the sword convinced 
them. Bismarck’s victory at Versailles 
and von Moltke’s at Sedan did not settle 
the dispute with France. To keep one 
billion dollars of indemnity Germany 
must have spent five billions on forts 
and armies in the government of Alsace 
and Lorraine. Germany’s apparent vic- 
tory simply put Germany’s trouble with 
France out at compound interest, and 
left the next generation of Germans to 
pay several billions of dollars of accrued 
debt through hatred. Plainly it is folly 
not to reconstitute the map of Europe. 
The frontier lines of the geographer 
should exactly coincide with the racial 
lines. The German race, with their pe- 
culiar ideals, ought not to try to govern 
the French race. It is an expensive ex- 
periment. It is an impossible experi- 
ment. The plan is doomed to failure in 
advance. And when the day of payment 
comes it is quite certain that the ques- 
tions at issue will not have been settled 
by regiments of soldiers. They must 
finally be settled by an appeal to some 
court of arbitration that will do justice 
and love mercy; that will insist upon the 
rights of the smaller States, and make 
it impossible for the great ones of the 
earth to trespass upon the property and 
the liberties of brave little peoples. 


Imperialism Confuses Men’s Judgments. 


Out of the smoke of battle another les- 
son is written for all who have eyes to 
read. In view of the mistakes made by 
men who have absolute power it is now 
certain that exemption from criticism is 
a bad thing for any man, and that end- 
less adoration destroys the ruler’s power 
to think in straight lines. There never 
lived a man who was not injured by per- 
petual compliments. Strong men are 
willing to pay cash for criticism. Flat- 
tery will conceal the weakness, and they 
know that pitiless criticism will expose 
the danger and perhaps save them. No 
man is so unfortunate as the man who 
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is put on a throne lifted up beyond the 
reach of plain truth telling. It is doubt- 
ful if so many blunders were ever made 
by statesmen and diplomats as were 
made at the beginning of this war. Just 
think of one Government being wrong in 
all these particulars at the same time! 
Lincoln said, “ You can’t fool all of the 
people all of the time.” Yes, that may 
be true in a republic, but you certainly 
can fool all the diplomats and Generals 
and do it all the time—during July and 
August, in any event. Call the roll of 
the diplomatic blunders, and the list is 
long. First, England will be neutral and 
Treland will keep her from going to war; 
second, Italy will be our ally; third, 
Belgium will be neutral and allow us to 
trespass upon her property and her 
homes; fourth, Franee is unprepared 
and Paris will fall within three weeks; 
fifth, an alliance with Turkey, despite 
her polygamy and butcheries in Arme- 
nia and the civilized world’s hatred for 
her cruelties, will help us; sixth, Japan 
will hold Russia in check; seventh, the 
Czar will be attacked by Bulgaria, Italy, 
and China. It seems incredible that any 
ruler and group of diplomats could be so 
entirely wrong, all the time, on every 
question, for a whole Summer! Was 
there no man as diplomat who had the 
wisdom to see that an attack upon Eng- 
land would end the disputes in Ireland? 
And bind together Canada, Australia, 
New Zealand, South Africa, India into 
a new United States of Great Britain? 
Was there no statesman with enough 
prevision of the future, and with cour- 
age to tell the people in Wilhelmstrasse 
that the certain result would be the 
United States of Balkany, to stand hence- 
forth as a barrier between Germany and 
the Bosphorus? Was there no one to 
remind Berlin that Italy had just com- 
pleted a war with Turkey and that any 
treaty with Turkey meant inevitably the 
breaking of friendship with Italy? Alas! 
for the man who is elevated to a throne, 
in whose presence men burn incense, 
pour forth flattery that he may breathe 
its perfume, sing songs of praise that 
he may slumber! 

In concluding our survey of the nations 
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and the stake of each country in the war, 
there is one reflection that must be ob- 
vious to all thinking men. This little fire 
of last August has become a world confla- 
gration. The nation that first sent out 
her armies was Germany. There is a 
high-water mark of battle in every war, 
and after that, the invading waves begin 
their retreat. The high-water mark of 
Napoleon’s was Austerlitz and the waves 
ebbed away at Waterloo. The high-water 
mark of the civil war was Gettysburg, 
and the tide ebbed out at Appomattox. 

Belgium’s defense cost Germany the 
three most important weeks of the war, 
and her high-water mark was when she 
was within twenty miles of Paris. Occa- 
sional eddies and returns of the tide 
there may be, but nothing is more cer- 
tain than that there are ten na- 
tions and six hundred millions of 
men that had rather die than have 
militarism imposed upon themselves 
and their children. Americans who 
admire German efficiency, the Ger- 
man people, and want to see German 
science preserved, and feel an immeas- 
urable debt to Martin Luther, do not 
want Germany destroyed. But Germany 
will not listen to England, nor France, 
nor America. There is only one voice 
that can reach Germany—it is the voice 
of the German-Americans in this coun- 
try. They are six million strong. They 
are among the most honored and esteemed 
folk in American life. Their achieve- 
ments are beyond all praise. The Ger- 
mans have built Milwaukee and have 
done much for St. Louis. The Germans 
have been great forces in Cincinnati and 
Chicago and New York. What wealth 
among their bankers! What prosperity 
among German manufacturers! What 
solidity of manhood in these German 
Lutherans! Was there ever a finer body 
of farming folk than the German land- 
owners of the Middle West? The republic 
owes the German-American a great debt 
as to liberty through men like Carl 
Schurz. Take Martin Luther and Ger- 
man liberty of thought out of the re- 
public and this land would suffer an 
immeasurable loss. Many of these Ger- 
man-Americans own great estates and 


have investments in the Fatherland. 
Today these six million German-Ameri- 
cans have the centre of the world’s stage. 
This war is a conflagration that will - 
probably burn itself out. But if the 
six million German-Americans organize 
themselves and hold great meetings of 
protest in New York and Brooklyn and 
Chicago and Milwaukee, in St. Louis 
and Cincinnati; if German-American 
editors and bankers and business men 
united their voice, they would be heard. 


German-American Man of the Hour. 


Ard do they not owe something to this 
republic? Having come to the kingdom 


' for such a crisis as this, should they not 


use their influence with the Fatherland? 
Having escaped conscription and years of 
military service, with heavy taxation and 
enjoyed the liberty of the press; having 
become convinced that militarism does 
not promote the prosperity and manhood 
of the people, why should they not as 
one man ask the Fatherland now to pre- 
sent their cause to arbitrators? To no 
body of American citizens has there ever 
come a more strategic opportunity, or a 
responsibility so heavy. Some of the 
most thoughtful men in this land believe 
that the destiny of Germany rests now 
largely with the leaders of the 6,000,060 
German-Americans in our country. But 
no matter what the outcome, let no man 
think that God and justice are not fully 
equal to this emergency. The great vine 
of Liberty was planted by Divine hands 
in the Eden garden. Just now men are 
feeding the blossoms of the tree of life 
to their war horses and splitting the 
boughs of that tree into shafts for their 
spears. The storm roars through the 
branches, but the storm will die out. Bet- 
ter days are coming. It may be that 

the convulsion of war will do for Europe | 
what the earthquake did for the rude 
folk of Greece—cracked the solid rock 
and exposed the silver veins that gave 
the wealth with which rude~men built 
Athens, with its art, its literature, its 


_law and its liberty. Take no counsel of 


crouching fear, God is abroad in the 
world.. With Him a thousand years are 
as one day. When a long time has 
passed let us believe that self-govern- 
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ment will be found to be the most stable 
form of government, and that these gold- 
en words, Liberty, Opportunity, Intelli- 
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gence, and Integrity, will be the watch- 
words not only of the republic, but of all 
the nations of the earth. 


Interview With Dr. Hillis 


From the Brooklyn Eagle. 


FRANK declaration that he was 
opposed to Germany in the 
present great war was the 
answer returned today [Dec. 21, 

1914] by the Rev. Dr. Newell Dwight 
Hillis to the protests against his sermon 
at Plymouth Church last night, in which 
he scored militarism and the Kaiser. 

Not only did Dr. Hillis come out with 
the statement that he had said and meant 
all to which exception was taken in his 
sermon, but, in an interview today in his 
study, in the Arbuckle Institute, he as- 
serted as well that he had told but little 
of what he had come to believe about 
Germany. This position, he said, was 
that America and all the world must 
hope for German defeat, and must see 
that Germany was in the wrong. 

“T was for Germany five months ago,’ 
said Dr. Hillis. “I have been lecturing 
for five years about the lessons we might 
learn from Germany. Five months ago, 
it may be remembered, I gave an inter- 
view, in which I praised Germany and in 
which I took the part of the German peo- 
ple in the dreadful war that had come. 

“But I have changed my mind. I have 
seen that I was mistaken. Several 
months ago I gave instructions to my 
lecture bureau to withdraw my lecture, 
‘The New Germany,’ from my list. That 
was about the middle of September, and 
it was only then that I realized what a 
German success would mean to the world 
—how there could be nothing else but a 
world of armed camps, how we in this 
country, too, would have to adopt mili- 
tarism in order to live. 

“ Just prior to that time, in the first of 
my Sunday evening sermons in this 
course, I had praised the Kaiser. I be- 
lieved in the German ideals, I believed in 
German progress, German inventions, 


German principles. But I was wrong. I 
have now become convinced of what I 
never imagined before—that in the Ger- 
man viewpoint the only sin against the 
Holy Ghost is military impotency, and, to 
use Treitschke’s words again, the only 
virtue is militarism.” 

The pastor of Plymouth uttered this 
attack upon Germany with a scornful- 
ness which the printed word can hardly 
indicate. He was as strongly against 
Germany—more strongly against Ger- 
many now than he had before been in 
favor of Germany, he said. It was a 
position, he said, to which everybody in 
the United States was turning, and it 
was inevitable that Germany should find 
the world against her. 

In his frank avowal of his position 
regarding Germany and the Kaiser, Dr. 
Hillis admitted, too, that his sermon last 
night had contained more than appeared 
on the surface. When he stated in the 
sermon that no man or ruler should ever 
adopt the view of the peasant and the 
cave man, and try to make the Eternal 
God a tribal God, he had the Kaiser in 
mind, said Dr. Hillis. The sermon is 
published in full in today’s sermon pages 
of The Eagle. : 

In addition, Dr. Hillis said that while 
he believed that his sermon could not be 
considered in any way a violation of 
President Wilson’s appeal for neutrality, 
yet, indirectly, the passages to which ex- 
ception had been taken could be rightly 
construed as an attack upon Germany 
and the Kaiser. ; 

“You believe that it is right for a 
minister to use the pulpit to express his 
own views upon a subject like this? ” 
was asked. 

“JT do not believe that it is right for 
a minister to air his peculiar political 
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views upon any subject—personal, social, 
or economic,” answered Dr. Hillis, em- 
phatically. “The church is a conserva- 
tory where a warm, genial atmosphere 
should be created. My conception of the 
work of a minister is that he is to create 
an atmosphere in the church on Sunday 
so that the Republican with the tariff, 
the Democrat who believes in free trade, 
and the Single Taxer can all grow and 
express their judgment during the week. 

“The sun and the Summer shine for 
all kinds of seeds and roots, and the 
“minister and the church should create an 
atmosphere in which all temperaments 
and races and faiths can grow. It is 
quite true that there were some of my 
German friends and members who rather 
protested against my view last night. 
But they had the same right and liberty 
to protest that I have. A German physi- 
cian told me plainly that he thought that 
within six months I would change my 
view, and with the new light go over to 
the position of his native land, and even 
thought that I might retract all my 
studies, that are apparently prejudiced 
in favor of the republic and self-govern- 
ment and the liberty of the press. Well, 
if I do change my views and am con- 
verted to his viewpoint, I certainly will 
retract my statements. But I think this 
improbable. The task of converting me 
_ should be let out as a Government con- 

tract—in piecemeal.” 


Dr. Hillis was reminded here that a 
number of people were said to have left 
the church last night in the course of his 
sermon as a sign of protest against the 
expression of his views. Asked if it 
were true, Dr. Hillis answered: 


“J did not see many leave,” and then 
declared that it was impossible to imagine 
that war should not be discussed in the 
churches as it was being discussed every- 
where else. He continued with the as- 
sertion that he believed it was his duty 
as the minister of Plymouth Church to 
say what he had, and then made this as- 
sertion with a vehemence that was al- 
most startling: 

“Whenever the time comes that I have 
to add God and the devil together and 
divide by two in the name of neutrality, 


e 


I’ll withdraw. I’m not going to sacrifice 
my manhod for what some people call 
neutrality.” 

It was on this score that Dr. Hillis 
came out with his unequivocal declara- 
tion that he was against Germany and 
against the Kaiser. He asserted that 
the viewpoint of the German people 
would have to be changed if they were to 
take the place in the world he had 
thought their due, five months ago, and 
he stated there could be no doubt but 
that the war was occasioned by Ger- 
many’s lust for power—political, indus- 
trial, economic. 

“T believe that the real issue of this 
war is largely industrial,’’ continued Dr. 
Hillis. “It is an industrial war and not 
a political war. Some days ago I said 
that the real fight between Germany and 
the nations opposed to her was a fight 
for the possession of the iron fields re- 
cently discovered in Northern France. 
That statement regarding Germany’s 
iron deposits and the whole economic 
situation has been challenged. 

“Tnstead of modifying my position, I 
wish to reaffirm it. This is an age. of 
steel. Without hematite iron deposits 
Germany cannot build her steamships, 
her cannon, her railways, her factories. 
German engineers have been saying for 
five years that another five years will 
exhaust her present iron supply. On 
Page 221 of the volume ‘Problems of 
Power,’ the author says that within a 
generation 20,000,000 of Germany’s peo- 
ple will have to leave their native land. 
The pressure of iron and the call of steel 
led to Germany’s development of the Mo- 
rocco situation, where there are valuable 
iron mines. A short time ago French 
engineers discovered the largest and 
richest body of iron ore in Europe. Ful- 
lerton, in his book on the subject, ex- 
presses the judgment that one province 
has enough hematite iron ore to last Eu- 
rope for the next 150 years. 

“This diplomat and author.said plainly 
two years ago, in one of his review arti- 
cles, that Germany would go to war to 
obtain the iron deposits in Northern 
France, and that if she loses the war, 
she will fall behind in the manufacturing 
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race, and that the French bankers and 
French engineers will make France the 
great manufacturing force and the rich- 
est people in Europe. The Napoleonic 
wars were wars between political ideas. 
The collision was between autocracy and 
bureaucracy and French democracy and 
radicalism. The new antagonism grows 
out of economic conditions. Germany 
wants to supersede England upon the 
seas, and Germany wants the iron mines 
of France, and this is the whole situation 
in a nutshell. 

“No, I am not sinning against the 
law of neutrality. I am trying to freshen 
the old American ideals of self-govern- 
ment for the young men and women in 
Plymouth Church. If the whole-hearted 
support of America’s free institutions 
involves indirectly a dissent from im- 
perialism and militarism, I am not re- 
sponsible. I admit there is a necessary 
condemnation of autocracy involved in 


the mere publication of the Declaration 
of Independence. Ours is a Government 
of laws and not of men, and I have been 
discussing the principles of self-govern- 
ment and not rulers who represent im- 
perialism. 


“Neutrality does not mean the wiping 
out of conviction. There are some men 
who think that neutrality means adding 
God and the devil together and dividing 
by two. And there are some statesmen 
who seem to think that neutrality means 
adding together autocracy and democracy, 
and halving the result. I do not share that 
view. I believe it is the first duty of 
the German-American and the native- 
born American to uphold the fundamental 
principles of self-government, and of an 
industrial civilization as opposed to a 
military machine, and if this means pro- 
test and criticism, then that protest must 
be accepted.” 


TIPPERARY. 


By JOHN B. KENNEDY. 


(At the other end of the long, long road.) 
7 HO is it stands at the full o’ the door? 
Mary O’Fay, Mother O’Fay. 
An’ what is she watching an’ waiting 
for? 
Och, none but her soul can say. 


There’s a list in the Post Office long an’ 
black, 
With tidings bad, and woeful sad; 
The names of the boys who’ll ne’er come 
back, 
An’ one is her darling lad. 


We showed her the list; but she cannot read, 
So we told her true, yes, we told her true. 

Her old eyes stared till they’d almost bleed, 
An’ she swore that none of us knew. 


She’s waiting now for Father O’Toole, 
Till he goes her way at the noon of day. 
She’s simperin’ white—the poor old fool, 


For she knows what the priest’ll say. 
* * * * * * * 


“Who is it sprawls upon the sod 
At the break o’ day? It’s Mickey O’Fay; 
His eyes glare up to the walls of God, 
And half of his head is blown away. 


What is he doing in that strange place, 
Torn and shred, and murdered dead? : 

He’s singin’ the psalm of the fighting race 
As his soul soars wide o’erhead. 


He killed three foemen before he fell 
(Och, the toll he’d take and the skulls he’d 
break !) 
And he shrieked like a soul escaped from 
Hell 
As he died for the Sassenach’s sake. 


Who shall we blame for the awful thing— 
For the blood that flows and the heart- 
wrung throes? 
Kaiser or Czar; statesman or King? 
Och, leave it to Him Who Knows! 


As America Sees the War 


By Harold Begbie. 
I. 


In order to determine how American public 
opinion concerning the war is running, The 
London Daily Chronicle sent Mr. Begbie to 
this country. The two articles printed below 
appeared in The Chronicle. 
yom day of my sojourn in this 
country deepens the desire in 
my mind to see an increasing 
unity of understanding between 
America and England. I feel that the 
audacity of America, its passion for the 
Right Thing, and its impatience with 
the spirit of muddling through are the 
finest incentives for modern England, 
England at this dawn of her political 
renascence. I feel, too, as Americans 
themselves most willingly acknowledge, 
that Great Britain has something to 
give to America out of the ancient treas- 
ury of her domestic experience. Finally, 
I like Americans so heartily that I want 
to be the best of friends with them. 


But it was only last night in this old. 


‘and mighty city of Philadelphia that the 
greatest of reasons for an alliance was 
brought sharply home to my mind. I 
had thought, loosely enough, that since 
we speak the same language, share many 
ef the same traditions, and equally desire 
peace for the prosperity of our trade, 
surely some alliance between us was 
natural, and with a little effort might 
be made inevitable. The deeper, more 
political, and far grander reason for this 
comradeship between the two nations had 
never definitely shaped itself to my con- 
sciousness. 


Enlightenment came to me in the 
ourse of conversation with two thought- 
ful Philadelphians whose minds are 
centred on something which transcends 
patriotism and who work with fine 
courage and remarkable ability for the 
triumph of their idea. 


One of these men said to me: “You 
speak of an alliance between England 
and America; do you mind telling us 
what you mean by that term alliance? ” 

I explained that I had no thought in 
my mind of treaties and tariffs; that the 
word “alliance” meant nothing more to 
me than conscious friendship, and that 
such a disposition between two nations 
thinking in the same language, speaking 
and writing the same language, musv 
result, I thought, in an ever-multiplying 
volume of trade, to the great advantage 
of both parties. 


Thinks Little of Blood Ties. 


Out of this explanation came the fol- 
lowing statement, made by the second 
Philadelphian: “I am as desirous as 
you are for such an understanding. I 
desire it so greatly that I venture to 
offer you a warning on the subject. It 
would be a mistake on your part, I am 
convinced, to advocate’ any such friend- 
ship, any such understanding, any such 
alliance, if you prefer that word, on the 
score of blood ties or a common speech. 
Believe me, the American, to speak gen- 
erally, thinks very little of such matters. 
When America was far more English 
in its population than it is now scarcely 
any country was more unpopular with 
us than your country. 

“TI can remember when hatred for 
England was a kind of gospel with 
Americans. The Irish fanned that 
hatred. Your country had _ behaved 
badly toward us, war had left its scar 
on our memories, we rejoiced that we 
had thrown off a yoke which we felt to 
be definitely tyrannous. What, thea, 
has produced the change in America— 
America, whose population is now made 
up from nearly all the nations of the 
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earth? Have your people thought why 
we are on their side in this present war? 
Have they asked themselves that ques- 
tion? If so, and they have answered 
it with such a phrase as ‘ blood is thicker 
than water,’ I can assure you they give 
not only a false answer but an answer 
which betrays amazing ignorance, if you 
will forgive the word, of this country’s 
population. Blood thicker than water! 
Why, look at our names; our blood is 
world’s blood. 


“We're a nation of all the nations. 
The English element is only one element. 
Our ancestors were French, Dutch, 
German, Spanish, Norwegian, Russian, 
Danish, Irish, Greek, and Italian. The 
modern American citizen is no more 
English than the Boers of South Africa 
are English. And yet in overwhelming 
figures the American population is on 
the side of the Allies, and particularly 
on the side of England. Why? 


England Stands for Democracy. 


“Tt is,’ he continued, “ because Eng- 
land of all the nations on the earth 
stands for the democratic ideals which 
are the very breath of life to America. 
Modern England is for us the greatest 
of democracies. You lead the way to 
the rest of the world, if not in science 
and art, at any rate here in the great 
business of humanity’s social existence. 
We see that the old England of privi- 
lege and obstinate prerogatives and bull- 
headed conservatism is dead. All your 
best qualities, straight dealing, honesty, 
fearless justice, and faith in the good- 
ness of human nature are devoted now 
to the only ideals which can save prog- 
ress from rot and decay. Your democ- 
racy is master. It has no overlords. 
And, from what we can gather since 
this war broke out, it would seem that 
your aristocracy is coming more and 
more into line with the democracy, 
making great sacrifices, showing a 
deeper appreciation of the democracy 
and shedding the worst of its prejudices 
in the common love of liberty and right. 

“We hope that your aristocracy may 
render as great a service to the extrava- 
gant plutocracy of this country as your 
democracy has rendered to our democ- 


racy. To make life better, that’s the 
work of all intelligent people. That’s 
what our democracy is after, and, be- 
cause your democracy is after the same 
thing, that’s why we are on your side 
in this war. Under all the sentiment 
on the subject this is the bedrock fact. 
We’re for England because we’re for 
the ideals of democracy. That we speak 
the same language is only an accident. 
It’s your spirit we desire to share, the 
spirit which desires to make life kinder, 


sweeter, better, more beautiful, and 
more righteous. America believes in 
civilization. It doesn’t want culture in 


bearskin and top boots. It wants civiliza- 
tion, and civilization means a culture that 
takes in the whole of a man’s being— 
his body, his mind, his spirit. Well, we 
think you’re after the same ideal; we 
believe that you’re as conscious of hu- 
manity as we are, and we begin to 
realize pretty acutely that in a world 
rather barbarous on the whole, come to 
think of it, we can’t afford to lose 
England.” 

The other man added: ‘“ Germany 
stands for nearly everything we Ameri- 
cans are opposed to, tooth and nail. We 
just loathe militarism. Conscription’s a 
thing we abominate. And feudalism is 
more dead over here than in any country 
in the world.” 

“But bear in mind,” said the first, 
“we have few people in America better 
than the Germans. The Germans are 
almost the most efficient of our immi- 


grants. They’ve taught us a lot. We 
owe them a mighty big debt. Before 
their coming we were prodigals. We 


used up our natural resources with a 
ruthless disregard for the future. We 
leveled our forests for timber, and just 
scratched the top soil of the land for 
corn. Now we’re learning to farm 
scientifically and to conserve our wealth. 
And this is due in no small degree to 
the Germans. The German, emancipated 
from feudalism and kaiserism, is a pretty 
good citizen. In fact, among the men 
who have most helped modern America 
we reckon Germans and Irishmen.” 

I told them this story: A man in 
New York was speaking the other day 
to Count von Bernstorff, the German 


od 
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Ambassador. Count von Bernstorff was 
endeavoring to prove to this important 
personage that England had forced the 
war upon Germany out of jealousy of 
her trade competition. “Sir,” said the 
American, “ you really must not tell me 
that, and I advise you not to tell such a 
tale to other Americans. For we know 
very well that we are greater trade 
rivals of England than you are, and that, 
in spite of that fact, here on this conti- 
nent of America we have got 3,000 miles 
of British frontier without a fort or a 
gun.” He then said to the Ambassador: 
“No, Sir; your mistake all through has 
been in making an enemy of England 
when your best interest was to make 
friends with her. If you had made 
friends with England, you would have 
got all you wanted.” To this accusation, 
I understand, the Ambassador made 
answer that Germany had endeavored 
to make friends with England, but had 
been repulsed. We have a different 
record in England. The American 
quietly reminded the Ambassador of the 
fact that England admits German goods 
free of tariff charges. 


Germany Represents Autocracy. 
The two Philadelphians perfectly 


agreed with the justice of this accusa- 


tion, and declared again that it was 
because Germany represented all the 
perils and slavishness of autocracy, and 
because England represented the free- 
dom, the justice, and the passion for 
social welfare which inspire all living 
democracies, that America was so abso- 
lutely on the English side. 

They spoke of Ireland, and expressed 
the hope that the Conservative Party 
would do nothing to hinder that great 
settlement which has done so much to 
increase American respect for England. 

“We recognize over here,’ said one, 
“that the Liberal Party, in going to 
the rescue of Belgium, sacrificed some 
of its greatest ideals on the altar of 
national righteousness. War must have 
been a bitter draught for Lloyd George. 


Your social programme will be checked 
for many years. But if the Conserva- 
tives attempt to spoil the Irish settle- 
ment, that will be worse than anything 
else. It will mean confusion for you at 
home and loss of reputation abroad.” 

I spoke of what I had heard on this 
subject from Irish-Americans, and they 
confirmed everything recorded in my 
former article. The three great things, 
outside of increasing opportunities for 
intercourse, which have drawn modern 
America toward England, they told me, 
are the social legislation of the Liberal 
Party, the triumph of home rule, and 
England’s keeping her word to Belgium. 
By these three things, I was assured, 
the old animosities against England have 
been destroyed, and a spirit of enthusi- 
asm for English ideals has been born 
among Americans. 

I should like to say that, while many 
American women love England for the 
beauty and repose of her social life, and 
most eloquently base their affection on 
the assertion that blood is thicker than 
water, the men of America are some- 
times inclined, and not unnaturally, to 
disapprove of this pleasing sentimental- 
ism. I now begin to perceive that the 
men of America are not jealous of Eng- 
land’s social life, but anxious to put 
their friendship on a more substantial 
foundation. 


Liberalism not only uplifts democracy; 
it establishes England in the affection 
of all vital democracies. If the Con- 
servatives, so liberal and charming in 
their private lives, combine with the 
Liberals after this hideous war to re- 
construct our national life and to con- 
solidate the empire, how great will be 
the harvest reaped by our children! 

It is in the high and lofty name of 
civilization that the American people are 
anxious to make friends with the people 
of Great Britain. We have both got 
something to live for greater than 
patriotism and imperialism, greater be- 
cause it includes them both.. 


IT: 


Irish-American Feeling 


NTIL I came to America I had 
| | not the least idea of the depth 
of hatred which has _ existed 
among Irish-Americans toward 
England. Nothing that I ever encoun- 
tered in Ireland itself is comparable 
with this transatlantic fury of un- 
forgiving hate. 

An Irishman who had held very high 
office in America, a well-educated, a 
kindly, and a judicious man, told me 
that when war with Germany was in 
the air he could not prevent himself 
from hailing this opportunity for declar- 
ing his hatred, his undying hatred, of 
England. His father had suffered fright- 
fully in the great famine; every story 
he ever heard at his mother’s knee was 
a story of English tyranny, English 
brutality, English rapacity; England, 
for him, stood at the rack centre, the 
lustful and bestial slave driver, the 
cruel and merciless extortioner. 

This man’s good judgment, however, 
would not suffer him to approve of 
German militarism, and as events moved 
forward he gave his support more and 
more to the cause of the Allies. 

“But I want you to know,” he told 
me, striking the table with his hand 
and watching me carefully, “that I was 
dead against John Redmond for saying 
that Ireland must go to the aid of 
England. Ireland’s call was to go to 
the aid of civilization. If Germany had 
stood for civilization, I should have been 
on Germany’s side and dead against 
England. 

“T tell you, at the beginning of this 
business I longed to.see England de- 
feated, humiliated, broken to the dust. 
But civilization is of such enormous con- 
sequence that I put my natural hatred 
of England on one side. The violation of 
Belgium made me an anti-German. And 
with the vast majority of Irishmen in 
America it was the same thing. The 
menace of German militarism forced us 
into your camp. 


“T am perfectly certain that but for 
the violation of Belgium there would 
have been in this country among Irish- 
Americans an open movement publicly 
proclaimed in favor of Germany. That 
is my fixed opinion. And I happen to 
know what I am talking about.” 


No Hatred of England. 


I gathered in the course of his con- 
versation that Irish friendliness toward 
England is a final manifestation of a 
change in the feeling of all America 
toward England. It was not very long 
ago that President Cleveland wanted 
war with England. Hatred of England 
was at one time as fiercely handed down 
from generation to generation by Ameri- 
cans as by Irish-Americans. We have 
to thank our English stars that America 
has outgrown this historic hate and that 
Trish-Americans now show the new and 
happier feeling of their compatriots. 

I asked this Irishman, no one better 
able throughout America to express a 
just opinion on the subject, what dif- 
ference had been made in the feeling 
toward England by the passing of the 
Home Rule bill. 

“Tt was the passing of that bill,” he 
replied, “ which finished the work begun 
by German militarism. Home rule has 
softened our feelings toward England, 
particularly among the thousands of 
Irish-Americans who are born over here 
and whose fathers have become too 
Americanized to remember the suffer- 
ings of their ancestors. 

“There is still some hatred of Eng- 
land, but not very much. It is a senti- 
mental, a poetic hatred, not a political 
hatred. One finds it among a few indi- 
viduals. What agitation is now going 
on is secret and underground, a sure 
proof that it is unrepresentative. We 
ignore it. It means nothing. No; the 
passing of the Home Rule bill has given 
balance to the Irish mind. 

“Tt has helped Irish-Americans to 
realize that the dreadful sins of England 
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are sins of a dead and gone England, 
and it has helped them to see that the 
present England, so far as its democracy 
is concerned, sincerely desires to make 
reparation for the past. In fact, the 
war and the Home Rule bill together 
have produced such a transformation in 
the Irish-American nature as I, for one, 
never expected and never hoped to see.” 


He then warned me that this great 
change might suffer a dangerous reaction 
if England allows the religious bigotry 
of Ulster to split Ireland into two camps. 
To the Irish-American Ireland is a 
country, a home, and a shrine, one and 
indivisible. 

“Such a surrender,” said my friend, 
“would not only be fatal to Ireland but 
fatal to something even greater than 
Treland, and that is the cause of religion 
in an age of increasing paganism. For 
the world can only be saved from the 
ruin of paganism, as we are beginning 
to see very clearly in America, by a 
union of religious forces. 

“JT am a Catholic, but I say that any 
man who says ‘Only through my door 
can you enter into heaven’ is a bad 
Christian. There are many doors into 
heaven. What we have all got to do, 
Catholics and non-Catholics, is to insist 
together that there is a heaven, that 
there is a life after death, that there is 
a God. The more doors the better. No 
one has a monopoly of heaven. 

“ And to Ireland is offered the oppor- 
tunity, greater than politicians appear to 
perceive, of presenting to the world an 
example of tolerance and compromise in 
the supreme interests of religion which 
may have incalculable results for the 
whole world. But what will happen if 
England bows before the worst and the 
stupidest bigotry the modern world can 
show? Not only will you strike a blow 
at Ireland and a blow at Irish-American 
sympathy, but a blow at the vitals of 
religion. 

“For it is only by sinking religious 


differences and making a common ad- 


vance against this universal paganism 
that religion can save the soul of civili- 
zation. If you do not see the truth of 
that fact in England I think you must 


be blind. The fullness of civilization 
hangs upon religious union; religious dis- 
sension is the enemy.” 

Change in Ulster. 


Another Irish-American who was pres- 
ent on this occasion, an accomplished 
man of letters and a traveler, asked me 
what England felt about Ulster’s share 
in the responsibility for the present war. 

“T myself have seen two letters from 
Ulster,” he said, “in which the phrase 
occurs, ‘Rather the Kaiser than the 
Pope.’ These letters were written be- 
fore the war. Ulster, no doubt, has now 
changed her tune. But it was that spirit, 
surely, and the reports sent to Berlin by 
German officers who visited Ulster and 
inquired into the military character of 
Carsonism which persuaded Germany 
that England would not fight.” 


Irish-Americans are persuaded that 
Sir Edward Carson is in very great meas- 
ure responsible for all the ruin and death 
and bitter suffering of the enormous 
catastrophe. He boasted that he would 
make civil war, and such were his prep- 
arations that in any other country in the 
world civil war would have been inev- 
itable. 


Germany counted on that civil war. 
The British Army was said to be com- 
pletely under the influence of Carson- 
ism. The real catastrophe for the di- 
plomacy of Berlin was not India’s loyalty 
and the vigorous uprising of the young 
dominions, but the dying down of Ulster 
mutiny. 

These Irish-Americans have hated the 
ruling classes in England, not only for 
sins of the past but for the unworthy 
and most cruel opposition offered by 


. those ruling classes, in the name of reli- 


gious intolerance, to the ideals of the 
Trish Nation. 


When Unionist politicians sneer at the 
subscriptions sent by Irish sérvant girls 
in America to help the cause of Ireland 
they should reflect that not only do they 
fail to make a good joke, not only do 
they exhibit a horribly bad taste, but 
they spread hatred of England through 
the thousands and thousands of people. 
For it is the loyalty of the poorest of 


AS AMERICA SEES THE WAR 


these Irish-Americans, the sacrifices per- 
petually made by the humblest of them, 
which should move us to see, as it has 
certainy moved the American people to 
see, that the cause of Irish liberty is 
noble and undying. 


Religious Education. 


With all my heart I would beg Union- 
ists in England to reflect conscientiously 
upon this very significant state of af- 
fairs in America: 


A non-Catholic Bible used to be read 
in the public schools of America down 
to the year 1888. A Catholic agitation 
against this Bible reading was begun in 
1885, and in 1888 the custom was finally 
abolished. From that date to this there 
has been no religious instruction of any 
kind in the public schools of America. 


Bigotry and intolerance won that vic- 
tory. The Catholic Church, in its folly, 
destroyed religious teaching in the 
schools of the country. Catholics them- 
selves are now looking back on that agita- 
tion with religious repentance and po- 
litical regret. 


The result of this abolition is that 
Catholics and non-Catholics who believe 
in the importance of religious instruc- 
tion, and who see the pagan effect of 
purely secular instruction, do not send 
their children to the public schools. 
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“These schools, for which Christians 
are heavily taxed, are in the possession 
of the Hebrews. If nothing is done to 
alter the existing state of things Ameri- 
cans themselves assure me that in five- 
and-twenty years America will be a 
pagan country. Buta fight is to be made 
to avert this disaster at the Constitu- 
tional Convention to be held next month. 

“What we have to do,” my Irish 
friend told me, “‘ Catholics and non-Catho- 
lics alike, is to appeal for schools repre- 
senting Catholic and non-Catholic teach- 
ing. Instead of the various churches fight- 
ing against each other they must fight 
together, helping one another to get the 
schools they demand. Only in this way 
can we save civilization.” 

This is how the Irishman, breathing 
the free air of America; and in America 
rising to positions of extraordinary 
power and responsibility, views the foun- 
dational question of religion; while Eng- 
land allows herself to be dragged at the 
heels of the frothing fanatic who has 
actually dared to raise the unholy battle 
ery of “Rather the Kaiser than the 
Pope.” 

Let the Unionist Party hesitate before 
it seeks to revive this hideous, utterly 
irrational and most unchristianlike spirit 
at the very heart of the British Empire. 
The sower of hate is the reaper of death. 


TO MELOS, POMEGRANITE ISLE. 


By GRACE HARRIET MACURDY. 


(Destroyed by Athens, 416 B. C., because of her 
refusal to break neutrality.—Thucydides V., 84- 
116; Euripides, ‘‘ Trojan Women.’’) 


THOU Pomegranate of the Sea, 
Sweet Melian isle, across the years 
Thy Belgian sister calls to thee 
In anguished sweat of blood and tears. 


Her fate like thine—a ruthless band 
Hath ravaged all her loveliness. 

How Athens spoiled thy prosperous land 
Athenian lips with shame confess. 


Thou, too, a land of lovely arts, 
Of potter’s and of sculptor’s skill— 
Thy folk of high undaunted hearts 
As those that throb in Belgium still. 


Within thy harbor’s circling rim 

The warships long, with banners bright, 
Sailed bearing Athens’ message grim— 

** God hates the weak. Respect our Might.’’ 


The flame within thy fanes grew cold, 
Stilled by the foeman’s swarming hordes. 

Thy sons were slain, thy daughters sold 
To serve the lusts of stranger lords. 


For Attic might thou didst defy 
Thy folk the foeman slew as sheep, 
Across the years hear Belgium’s cry— 
**O Sister, of the Wine-Dark Deep, 


** Whose cliffs gleam seaward roseate. 
Not one of all my martyr roll 

But keeps his faith inviolate, 
Man kills our body, not our soul.’’ 


What America Can Do 


By Lord Channing of Wellingborough. 


Lord Channing, who makes the following 
suggestion to American statesmen, was born 
in the United States of the well-known Chan- 
nings of Boston. His father was the Rev. 
W. H. Channing, Chaplain of the House of 
Representatives during the civil war and @ 
close friend of President Lincoln. Lord Chan- 
ning has been for twenty-five years a mem- 
ber of the British Parliament, and for the 
last three years a member of the House of 
Lords, having been created first Baron of 
Wellingborough in 1912.-He is President of 
the British National Peace Congress. 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 


S a member of the British Legis- 
A lature for a generation, and a 
lifelong Liberal, and having 
also the closest ties of blood 
with America, and a proud reverence for 
her ideals, I would wish, with the utmost 
respect, to offer some comments on one 
specific aspect of present affairs, as they 
affect America, which does not seem to 
have been marked off with the distinct- 
ness its importance calls for. 

This is the greatest crisis in the his- 
tory of the world, and attention concen- 
trates itself on the attitude of the great- 
est neutral State. 


It is unthinkable that America can 
’ divest herself of responsibility for the 
final outcome. This seems as clearly 
recognized in America as in Europe. 

To us in England this war is a life or 
death struggle between two principles— 
Pan-Germanism on the one side, with its 
avowed purpose to impose its hegemony 
and its rigid system of ideas and organ- 
ization on the rest of the world, not by 
consent, but by irresistible military force; 
on the other side the claim of the other 
nations, large and small, to maintain in- 
violate their freedom and individuality, 
and to think and work out for them- 
selves their own political and economic 
future in their own way. 

The one principle would seem the flat 


contradiction of all that America stands 
for, the other principle would seem to 
be precisely the essential idea of free 
self-government and democratic evolu- 
tion, in which are rooted the very life 
and being of America. 


For this reason there is instinctive and 
profound sympathy on the part of the 
great majority of native Americans with 
the cause of England and her allies. 


This sympathy is not merely the tie of 
blood or the unity of ideals. Reason has 
convinced Americans that the supreme 
principles and highest interests of Amer- 
ica will be best safeguarded if the Allies 
win. 

They dread. instinctively what might 
happen if Pan-Germanism absorded the 
smaller nationalities, crushed the great 
free countries like France and England, 
and dominated the whole world with the 
“mailed fist,” not only Europe and the 
Far East, but South America and the 
Pacific. Perhaps the hint of Count 
Bernstorff that Canada may be treated 
like Belgium, and the Monroe Doctrine 
like other “scraps of paper,’ may also 
have thrown some light for Americans 
on a “ Germanized ” future! And a cast- 
iron system of commercial and industrial 
monopoly dictated by German needs 
cannot attract. 

America Can’t Stand Apart. 

That is one side that American states- 
men have to consider. There is, of 
course, another. 

The United States visibly form the 
greatest force the world has yet seen to 
bring together, to unite, to assimilate, in 
the development of their vast territories, 
measureless resources, and complicated 
industries, all that is best from all the 
other great nations, welding slowly but 
surely, through free institutions, these 


WHAT. AMERICA. CAN DO 


new elements into instruments for the 
fuller realization of the generous and 
noble ideals for which America stands. 
Perhaps an eighteenth or even fifteenth 
part of the population is of German or- 
igin, a percentage not far from equal 
to that contributed by the United King- 
dom and Canada. 

There is thus not only the broad ques- 
tion of avoiding war with Germany, 
whose people have so large a share in 
the life of America, a war doubly unwel- 
come at all times because of the innu- 
merable links of science, invention, pro- 
fessional training, of commerce, and of 
personal friendship; but there is also 
the local question of peace and good- 
will in the daily work of America as be- 
tween huge sections of her population. 
These visible facts not unnaturally give 
great weight to the argument for neu- 
trality. No wise man on this side of 
the Atlantic will try to ignore them, or 
take exception to the dignity and cor- 
rectness with which the American Ex- 
ecutive has dealt with the grave prob- 
lem before it. 

Neutrality has, of course, its limits 
and conditions, logical and moral. Those 
limits and conditions, the possibility of 
their infringement in such a way as to 
make some change of policy imperative, 
are matters solely for the United States. 

The point the present writer wishes to 
press is on a different plane, and is 
precisely this: 

America does not and can not stand 
wholly apart from supreme European de- 
cisions. 

America is as responsible as Europe 
for the great extensions, definitions, the 
strengthening and modification of inter- 
national law. America stands forth as 
the apostle of arbitration, to widen the 
area within which disputed points may 
be determined amicably. America stands 
also as the chief signatory of the great 
world conventions which have settled 
new rules for the conduct of war, to 
mitigate its horrors, especially for non- 
combatants. 

America has taken a noble part in 
framing machinery for securing peace 
and justice, and in moving forward the 
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landmarks of civilization as against sav- 
agery, and of human mercy as against 
cruel terrorism. 

Can America safely or wisely divest 
herself of the duty thus placed upon 
her, logically and morally, by her par- 
ticipation in this, the noblest work of 
our age? 

And is it wise or is it safe to in- 
definitely postpone the discharge of this 
duty ? 

By the events of the last three months 
the whole of this new charter of hu- 
manity has been challenged and is at 
stake. 

Is it not sound policy as well as an 
imperative duty to take some step here 
and now to “stop the rot” and to make 
good here and now as much as we can 
of what we have won and wish to keep? 

Belgium’s Wrongs. 

Admittedly a “ guiltless and unoffend- 
ing nation,’”’* whose neutrality and in- 
dependence had been solemnly guaranteed 
by treaty, to which the powers concerned 
in the war were parties, has had her 
treaty rights violated by one of these 
powers on the cynical plea that there is 
no right or wrong as against national 
interest, that necessity obeys no law, and 
treaties are “scraps of paper.” This is 
not matter for inquiry or judicial de- 
cision at some later date. It has been 
frankly avowed by the German Gov- 
ernment from the outset of this war. 

Again, this admitted wrong is not the 
sudden and unavoidable outcome of events 
unforeseen and uncontrollable. It has been 
deliberately planned years ahead, with 
elaborate preparation of railway and 
other facilities, and with every invention 
and contrivance, to rush in irresistible 
forces; to subvert and destroy the inde- 
pendent State that Germany was herself 
pledged to defend. 

Thirdly, this policy of absolute annihi- 
lation of Belgium, of its right to live its 
own life, its right even to preserve those 
monuments of its noble and beautiful 
history which had become treasured heir- 
looms of the whole world, has been car- 
ried out with a ruthless barbarity to the 


*Theodore Roosevelt. 
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people, and especially the non-combat- 
ants, for which it is hard to find a par- 
allel in the worst incidents of the Thirty 
Years’ War or of the devastation of the 
Palatinate. To bring the actual guilt 
home to those who actually did or or- 
dered these deeds to be done in individ- 
ual cases is one thing. The broad fact 
that these barbarous deeds were done 
stands manifest and insistent, and de- 
mands such instant action as can be 
taken by a great and responsible people. 

And, lastly, there is the undisguised 
adoption of the policy of terrorizing 
non-combatants to submission by such 
acts as forcing women and children to 
walk before the advancing enemy, the 
wholesale burning of houses, shooting 
of hostages and other non-combatants, 
and the dropping of bombs from aero- 
planes not on forts or troops, but on 
places where women and children can be 
killed or injured. 

And all this tragic sweeping away of 
such good things as had been won with 
worldwide consent, at the instance of the 
Czar in initiating The Hague policy, 
has gone on, so far as it could go on, 
with equal horror, throughout Northern 
France. Rheims and Senlis have suf- 
fered the fate of Louvain and Termonde 
and Malines, and Paris has had her quota 
of women and children wantonly slain 
by bombs, exactly like Antwerp. 


The Threat to England. 


And America knows, as we here in 
England know, from the open menace of 
the German press, writing of England 
as the one supreme enemy, that it is 
the full intention of Germans, if they 
can, to carry through England, too, even 
more ruthlessly, the same policy. 


We are fighting here, and are con- 
fident that we shall fight with success, 
not only to protect our English homes 
and to guard the historic buildings of 
this land but to make an end of this 
Prussian terrorism of the world; to 
secure no national aggrandizement, but 
to secure a permanent and solid peace, 
based on guaranteed liberties, and a 
rational settlement of the question of 
armaments. 


These questions touch us all the more 
because many of us have been the most 
persistent friends of international peace 
and have specially labored to promote 
happy and friendly relations with the 
German people. The present writer, who 
was honored by election as President of 
this year’s National Peace Congress, has 
been associated with the work of men 
like Lord Brassey, Sir John Lubbock, 
(later Lord Avebury,) as a member of 
the Anglo-German Friendship League, 
and has repeatedly in Parliament argued 
against any hostile or provocative atti- 
tude toward Germany. This war is our 
answer and our reward! 


America in the Settlement. ~ 


So far as can be judged from authori- 
tative words of President Wilson and 
ex-President Roosevelt, America does and 
will claim a right to share in the final 
settlement of the terms of a permanent 
and stable peace. 


If that claim is sound, if the efforts 
of America to create better machinery 
for securing peace and for generously 
and humanely vindicating the liberties 
and happiness of nations and of the in- 
dividuals who make them up do cntitle 
America to a voice, and a potent voice, 
in the work of mending and remaking 
the world after this terrific catastrophe, 
then I would submit with all respect 
that it is really idle to wait till all the 
recognized principles of what has been 
held to be right or wrong as between 
nations, and what has been held to be 
right or wrong in the methods of con- 
ducting war have gone overbaord, with- 
out one word of protest; we must save 
the world first, if we are to have a real 
chance of remaking it on lines which 
are worth having. 


Nothing but good could come from im- 
mediate action by the American Execu- 
tive to assert as they, best of all na- 
tions, could assert, now and at once in 
terms uncompromising, unanswerable, 
that the ground taken up- by interna- 
tional consent in the past generation 
must be held now and hereafter, and 
accepted as an essential basis of the final 
settlement. 

Such a pronouncement now by Amer- 
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ica would make a landmark in history— 
would render a measureless service to 
the whole world in emancipation from the 
persistent degradation of the twin doc- 
trines that might makes right, and that 
necessity knows no law, and would bring 
to America herself imperishable honor 
and glory in the fearless assertion and 
eternal consecration of her own noblest 
ideals. 


I would submit further that such a 
national declaration by America involves 
no violation of neutrality, and is in no 
sense inconsistent with the spirit of offi- 
cial utterances already made. 


To take the latter first—we have had 
notable utterances from the President 
and from the ex-President. 


President Wilson seems to have given 
a sympathetic hearing to the mission 
which laid the case of Belgium before 
him, both as to the violation of Belgium’s 
neutrality and as to the cruel treatment 
of the non-combatant population and the 
wanton destruction of towns and villages 
and of precious historical monuments. 
He is understood to have promised an 
investigation, and it is gathered from 
the Indépendance Belge this week that 
this investigation has been, and is being, 
earried out by American Military At- 
tachés in Belgium, and also at the Lon- 
don Embassy of the United States. 

Again, President Wilson’s recent letter 
to the Kaiser, while confirming neutrality 
in precise terms, went on to intimate 
that there must be a “ day of settlement ” 
and that “ where injustices have found a 
place results are sure to follow, and all 
those who have been found at fault will 
have to answer for them.” If the “ gen- 
eral settlement” does not sufficiently 
determine this, there is the ultimate 
sanction of “the opinion of mankind” 
which will “in such cases interfere.” He 
would apparently reserve judgment until 
the end of the war, but in no way dis- 
claims or surrenders American responsi- 
bility. 

Mr. Roosevelt is not tied by official 
responsibility, and can speak with less 
restraint and more freedom. In The 
Outlook he has substantially accepted 
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and indorsed all that is material in the 
Belgian case. 

America should help in securing a 
peace which will not mean the “ crushing 
the liberty and life of just and inoffend- 
ing peoples or consecrate the rule of 
militarism,” but which “will, by inter- 
national agreement, minimize the chances 
of the recurrence of such worldwide dis- 
aster,” and “ will, in the interests of civ- 
ilization, create conditions which will 
make such action” as the violation of 
Belgian treaty rights “ impossible in the 
future.” 

Like President Wilson, he seems to 
think that the time for judicial pro- 
nouncement on acts presumably guilty 
and wrongful will come at the conclusion 
of the war. At the same time he surren- 
ders no part of America’s responsibility, 
but reaffirms it with all the force of his 
trenchant style. 

But elsewhere, and later, he has in- 
sisted on the “helplessness ”—the “ hu- 
miliating impotence created by the fact 
that our neutrality can only be preserved 
by failure to help to right what is 
wrong.” 

Mr. Roosevelt’s Remedy. 

And he has gone on to adumbrate his 
practical remedy—“a world league” with 
“an amplified Hague Court,” made 
strong by joint agreement of the powers, 
to secure “ peace and righteousness,” and 
to vindicate the just decisions of such a 
court by “a union of forces to enforce 
the decree.” He adds that this might 
help to obtain a “limitation of arma- 
ments that would be real and effective.” 

That so happy a plan may be capable 
of realization would be the hope of all 
wise men. 

But where I take exception with Col. 
Roosevelt is as to America’s present 
“impotence ”’—-that nothing effectual can 
be done by America without breaking her 
own neutrality. 2 

That view I wholly traverse. It might 
conceivably be felt by America, under 
certain grave eventualities, that neutral- 
ity must be broken. 

But it is clear that the articles of The 
Hague Convention of 1907 amply pro- 
vide for the type of action here and now 
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by the United States which I have ven- 
tured to lay before American statesmen 
in this paper. And, in my opinion, it is 
conceivable that more good might be 
achieved by America taking that action, 
while maintaining her neutrality. 


It goes without saying, it really needs 
no demonstration, that nearly every in- 
ternational agreement embodied in The 
Hague Convention has been broken, 
wholly or in part, in the letter and in 
the spirit, in the proceedings of this un- 
happy year. 

The violation of the territory of a 
neutral State by the transit of belliger- 
ent troops and other acts of war is for- 
hidden, (Articles 1, 2, 3, 4, &c.) It is 
the duty of the neutral State not to tol- 
erate, (Article 5,) but to resist such acts, 
and her forcible resistance is not to be 
regarded as an act of war, (Article 10.) 


Interference with Neutrals. 


That, of course, covers. the case of 
Belgium completely and establishes ab- 
solutely that there is, and need be, no 
breach of neutrality in resistance thus 
legally sanctioned to illegal interference 
with neutral rights. 


It is hardly necessary to recapitulate 
the articles that have been torn up. To 
refer to the most striking, there is the 
repeated bombardment of undefended 
towns, pillage incessant throughout Bel- 
gium and Northern France, (Articles 28 
and 47;) the levying of illegal contri- 
butions, (Articles 49 and 52;) the seizure 
of cash and securities belonging to pri- 
vate persons, banks, and local authori- 
ties, (Articles 52 and 56;) collective pen- 
alties for individual acts for which the 
community as a whole are not respon- 
sible, (Article 50.) Articles 50 and 438 
should have made impossible the punitive 
destruction of Visé, Aerschot, Dinant, 
and Louvain, and numberless villages; 
Article 56 should have preserved from 
destruction institutions and_ buildings 
dedicated to religion, education, charity, 
hospitals, &c. All these wrongful acts, 
committed everywhere, have been pro- 
hibited by these articles. 


The gradual introduction of the policy 
of terrorism has been ably traced by 


perhaps the highest French authority on 
international law, Prof. Edouard Clunet, 
formerly President of the Institute of - 
International Law, in a recent address. 


“ Bombardment par intimidation ” was 
adopted by the Germans in 1870 and used 
at Strassburg, Paris, Péronne, &c., shells 
being directed and conflagrations spread 
in the inhabited parts of towns apart 
from the fortifications. Germany her- 
self assented to serious mitigations of 
this practice at the Conference of Brus- 
sels in 1874 and at The Hague in 1907. 


The worst evolution of the policy of 
terrorism has been in the throwing from 
aeroplanes of bombs, explosive or in- 
cendiary. M. Clunet lays down that, by 
the most recent decision of the insti- 
tute, bomb throwing from aeroplanes 
must follow the rules of bombardment 
by artillery. This would prohibit such 
bombs without formal notice. But in 
Antwerp bombs were dropped without 
notice over the Royal Palace, to the 
peril of the Queen and her young chil- 
dren, and the number of peaceable in- 
habitants killed or injured was thirty- 
eight, three children being mutilated in 
their beds. In Paris, besides the bombs 
dropped on Notre Dame, bombs were 
deliberately dropped in the public streets 
and a number of peaceable victims killed 
or wounded. The dropping of bombs as 
an act of war on fortresses, ammunition 
depots, Zeppelin sheds, &c., is, of course, 
legal. But the bomb dropping adopted 
in Belgium and France, and threatened 
in England, if the opportunity arises, is 
undisguised terrorism, and not war. 

It is important to note also that at 
Brussels in 1874 Antwerp addressed a 
petition to the conference praying that 
any bombardment should be limited to 
fortifications only. The commission of 
the conference, which included three 
well-known German Generals and: two 
professors, recognized the justice of this 
plea and recommended Generals to con- 
form to it. 

But the one point that should appeal 
most strongly to the patriotism as well 
as the idealism of America is the fact 
that the instructions of 1863 for armies 
in campaign, drawn up by the United 
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States Government in the height of the 
civil war, first codified the laws for the 
conduct of war, and have been the source 
and starting point of all these later in- 
ternational agreements. 

And it should be remembered that 
both Germany and America signed the 
Fourth Convention of The Hague with 
its annexed regulations as to sieges and 
bombardments (Articles 22 to 28) and 
the further provisien which may even 
yet be applied punitively to the proceed- 
ings of the present war. “The bel- 
ligerent who shall have violated the pro- 
visions of the said regulation shall be 
held liable for an indemnity.” 

And if it be thought that America can 
render no help in such a position as the 
present without violating her neutrality, 
the answer is that by Article 3 of Con- 
vention 1 of The Hague, 1907, neutral 
powers have the right to offer their sug- 
gestions (bons offices) or their media- 
tion, even during the course of hostili- 
ties. And further: “ The exercise of this 
right must never be considered by one 
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or the other of the parties to the conflict 
as an unfriendly act.” 

With all submission, I earnestly urge 
on the leaders of American thought -to 
support this attempted interpretation of 
the supreme duty and the noble oppor- 
tunity the present position places before 
their country. 

One more word. I referred to the 
possible benefit of neutrality being 
maintained while this protest against 
wrong and appeal for right is at the 
same time advanced. 

Is it not more than probable that there 
is an immense section of moderate 
though patriotic opinion in the great 
German people which at heart depre- 
cates the extreme doctrines of conquest 
and world supremacy in pursuit of which 
the great, the wonderful achievements 
of the German race in science, in indus- 
try, in the extension of commerce, are 
being rashly risked? 

CHANNING OF WELLINGBOROUGH. 
40 Eaton Place, London S. W., Oct. 
29, 1914. 


TO A COUSIN GERMAN. 


By ADELINE ADAMS. 


Y Hans, 
jest, 
‘““When Albert gave his Belgians Cae- 
sar’s name— 
‘Bravest of all the Gauls ’—surely ’twere 
shame 
The King, unthorough man, forgot the rest: 


you say, with self-applausive 


* * Bravest because most far from all the 
best 
Provincial culture.’ ’’* Friend, if now your 
aim 
Be that fine thoroughness your people 
claim, 
Read on: ‘‘ Such culture’s wares, it stands 
-confest, 


« 


** Oft weaken minds.’? And Caesar’s word was 
just. 
If men, bedeviled under culture’s star, 
Have left Louvain a void where flames 
still hiss, 


. Speared babes, and stamped the world’s own 


Rose to dust, 
God grant that Belgium’s soul may dwell 
afar 
Forever, from a culture such as this! 


* ‘ Propterea quod a cultu atque -humanitute 
provinciae longissime absunt.”’ 


What the Economic Effects May Be 


By Irving Fisher. 


Professor of Political Economy at Yale University; member of many 


scientific societies. 


HEN the future historian 
chronicles the facts of the 
present great world struggle 


and attempts to analyze its 
causes and effects the economic losses, 
gains, shiftings, and dislocations will 
form an important part of the story. 
It is, of course, quite impossible at this 
time to know, in any detail, what all 
the economic results will be. Much will 
depend on how long the war lasts, how 
many people and how much property are 
destroyed, what financial devices are 
resorted to in order to finance it, and 
which side is fianlly victorious. 


The most palpable and the most funda- 
mental effects will be a partial stoppage 
of earnings in the nations directly con- 
cerned, i. e., a reduction in the “real 
income,’ which consists of enjoyable 
goods. All the other important results 
follow from this. 


The cost, however reckoned, is sure to 
be stupendous. Prof. Richet is quoted 
as reckoning it at $50,000,000 a day. 
This is probably more than half the 
total income of all the inhabitants of the 
warring countries. The highest esti- 
mates of the total income of the United 
Kingdom, France, and Germany, esti- 
mates of Bowley, Laverge, and Buchel, 
respectively, total up less than $70,000,- 
000 a day. Russia and Austria are poor 
countries per capita, and would scarcely 
bring the grand total to $100,000,000 a 
day. Moreover, the loss of real income 
to Europe is, I imagine, in reality much 
greater than Richet’s estimate, chiefly 
because he takes little account of the 
indirect costs, which may well be the 
greatest of all. The cost to the fiscal 
departments of Government is probably 
only a small part of the total cost which 


the people will have to bear. The kill- 
ing and disabling of the men engaged 
will cut off the financial support of 
European families to the tune of hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars per year. 
The physical destruction of capital 
through the devastation of crops, the 
burning and demolishing of merchant 
ships and buildings, the crippling of in- 
dustry through the sudden withdrawal of 
labor and raw materials, the introduction 
of new trade risks, and the cutting off 
of transportation, both internal and for- 
eign, make up a sum of items which 
cannot be measured, but which may ex- 
ceed those which can. Last, but not 
least, is the impairment of that subtle 
but vital basis of business, commercial 
credit. 


In short, the central effect is a vast 
impairment of Europe’s current income 
and of the capital from which her future 
income will flow. It means a veritable 
impoverishment of vast populations. The 
great burden will bear heaviest, of 
course, on the poor. It will impinge very 
unequally and will cause a great redis- 
tribution of wealth. As always happens, 
some people, mostly lucky speculators, 
will come out of the mélée wealthier than 
before. This fact will not serve to lessen 
the discontent of the masses, which their 
impoverishment is sure to create. Food 
prices will be high, the earnings of labor 
will be low, and after the war unemploy- 
ment will be great, due to the impossi- 
bility of quick absorption into the indus- 
trial system of returned soldiers, as well 
as other maladjustments which the war is 
sure to bring. 


The victor may secure indemnity for 
part of the loss, but not for all; he will, 
in spite of himself, be a net loser. Taxes 
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will be a crushing burden, merely to se- 
cure funds with which to pay high in- 
terest on vast new war debts, to say 
nothing of funds with which to purchase 
new armaments—if again the nations are 
forced, by lack of international control, 
to resume the stupendous folly of racing 
each other in military equipments. 


Bankruptcy and Revolution. 


It may well be that among the eco- 
nomic consequences of the war there will 
be some national bankruptcies, and that 
among the political consequences will be 
revolutions. High prices, high taxes, low 
wages, and unemployment make an omi- 
nous combination. We may be sure that 
discontent will be profound and wide- 
spread. This discontent is pretty sure 
to lead, especially in the defeated nations 
where there is no compensating “ glory,” 
to strong revolutionary movements just 
as was the case in Russia after her defeat 
by Japan. Whether or to what extent 
these movements, in which “ Socialism ” 
in the various meanings of that word is 
sure to play a part, will succeed, depends 
on the relative strength of opposing ten- 
dencies which cannot yet be measured. 
One possible if not probable result may 
be, as I suggested in THE TIMES two 
weeks ago, some international device to 
secure disarmament and to safeguard 
peace. 


Though part of the losses to Europe 
will be permanent, her chief loss will be 
coterminous with the war. She will, 
therefore, seek ways and means to fill 
in this immediate hole in her income in 
order to “ get by.” To do this she must 
borrow; that is, she must secure her 
present bread and butter from us and 
other nations and arrange to repay later 
out of the fruits of peace. She can stint 
herself, but not enough to meet the 
situation. She must borrow. And in one 
way and another she will satisfy this 
necessity by borrowing in the United 
States. 


Most of the strange and unprecedented 
phenomena which we have witnessed in 
the last month, in rapid succession, are 
due to this pressing necessity of the bel- 
ligerent peoples to cash in now and trust 
to good fortune to pay later. As soon 


as the war became even probable Europe 
tried to cash in on our securities. The 
pressure for our gold pushed it toward 
Europe faster than it could move. Ex- 
change jumped to the gold-shipping point 
of $4.89 per pound sterling, and did not 
stop. In some cases it reached $7. This 
was partly due to the desire to get our 
gold and bolster up a credit structure, 
tottering before the deadly blow of war; 
but it was also partly due to the need of 
ready money for supplies of all kinds. 
This need applies not only to the Gov- 
ernments, but to the individual people. 
To obtain this ready money they threw 
back on us the securities they had pur- 
chased of us in former years. They 
wanted us to take back these titles to 
future income and give them instead 
titles to present income. Had they se- 
cured our gold their next step would 
have been to spend part of it for sup- 
plies, and this would have caused any 
foreign dealers to whom they applied to 
place orders with us. The gold then. 
might have turned the exchanges and 
have been brought back to us in return 
for our wheat and other products. 


This double transaction is in essence 
one—a barter of present’ income in the 
form of our wheat to Europe for future 
income in the form of investment secur- 
ities. It was interfered with by the re- 
fusal of the insurance companies to in- 
sure the gold and by the closing of Stock 
Exchanges against the inundating flood 
of securities. The first difficulty, as to 
transporting gold, has been largely re- 
moved by arranging for drafts against 
stocks of it kept on both sides of the 
Atlantic. This will save the need of send- 
ing it on risky voyages back and forth, 
and any final net balances can be liqui- 
dated after the war. The second obsta- 
cle, the closure of the Stock Exchanges, 
is more formidable, but cannot completely 
or permanently prevent the transactions 
which so many people on both _sides are 
anxious to consummate. Curb markets 
and limited cash sales on the Exchanges 
themselves are doing some of this busi- 
ness, and, sooner or later, much more 
will be done, whether the Exchanges are 
open or not. Europe needs our wheat 
and cannot pay for it except with securi- 
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ties, partly because her own industry is 
paralyzed, partly because ocean transpor- 
tation is difficult. 

What Dumping Securities Means. 


Few people seem to realize that the 
dumping of securities on our shores and 
the efforts of foreign Governments, such 
as France and Switzerland, to borrow 
money in our markets are at the bottom 
very much the same thing. They are 
simply two forms of securing present 
supplies from America in return for fu- 
ture supplies, the dividends and: interest 
on securities from Europe. 

It does not much matter whether we 
buy Government bonds or other securi- 
ties. If we buy of French capitalists 
their holdings in American railway se- 
curities we simply provide them with the 
wherewithal to take the French Govern- 
ment loans themselves. They virtually 
become, without our knowledge, the go- 
between through which we lend, as it 
were, to the French Government, in spite 
of ourselves. It is doubtless well, as a 
matter of policy, to refuse to loan di- 
rectly to France, but we must not for a 
moment conclude that France or any 
other nation will have to finance the war 
without our aid. We shall not be con- 
sciously helping any. particular nation, 
but we shall be actually helping any na- 
tion which can trade with us. Evidently 
England will get more of our help than 
any other nation because her shores are 
more accessible. Germany is more iso- 
lated. Unless she possesses a larger 
food stock than commercial statistics in- 
dicate she will be pressing for our food 
supplies, which may reach her indirectly, 
we selling to Holland and Holland to Ger- 
many; also reversely, via Holland or via 
Austria and Italy, Germany may sell a 
stream of securities the other end of 
which we receive. Whether directly or 
by devious routes there will inevitably 
be, so far as I can see, a vast exchange 
of commodities passing to Europe for se- 
curities coming from Europe. In this 
interchange will be found the dominant 
economic effect of the war on the United 
States. 

Foreign nations will get their much- 
needed loans on better terms, even if less 


promptly, by the circuitous process men- 
tioned than if they could borrow directly 
in our markets; for their own citizens 
will pay higher prices than we would, 
even if, to get the money, they have to 
sell their other investment securities to 
us at a considerable sacrifice. England 
has sold Treasury bills for seventy-five 
millions of dollars on as low a “basis ” 
as 3% per cent. 

In this virtual trade of this year’s 
crops for titles to future years’ crops 
we shall get a high price for the former 
and pay a low price (in present valua- 
tion) for the latter. Investment securi- 
ties are, and will be,' a drug on the 
market. In other words, the rate of 
return to the investor will be high; the 
rate of interest on long-time loans will 
be high and stay high, that on short- 
time loans may fluctuate greatly. The 
rise in the rate of interest on long-time 
investments is one of the most vital and 
far-reaching effects of the war. At bot- 
tom, interest always arises from the ex- 
change of present and future goods. The 
rate of interest, as I have tried to show 
in my book of that title, is simply the 
crystallization, in a market rate, of the 
impatience of the human race for its 
bread and butter. War has now pro- 
duced such impatience in populations of 
hundreds of millions. It is this impa- 
tience which dumps the securities upon 
us, sends down their price, and sends up 
the rate of interest. As Byron W. Holt 
has said, there is no moratorium for 
hunger. The fall of securities in Europe 
produces the like fall in this and other 
countries. ' 

One of, the consequences to America 
of being forced to play the réle of money 
lender and one of the consequences of 
the rise in the rate of interest here, or 
what amounts to the same thing, the fall 
in the prices of bonds, will be an in- 
creased difficulty of financing our own 
enterprises. Only the most promising 
enterprises will be able to sell their se- 
curities. This means that we shall be 
neglecting, to some extent, our own en- 
terprises, to finance the European war 
instead. 

This general depreciation of invest- 
ment securities will doubtless lead to 
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many bankruptcies, if not to a genuine 
crisis. It will also give tempting oppor- 
tunities to investors. The likelihood of 
a genuine panic is lessened by the fact 
that every one recognizes the real cause 
of the disturbance and that insolvency is 
not suspected. According to the best 
commercial observers, the previous liqui- 
dation had been fairly well completed. 
Unless they are mistaken, disaster will 
not be likely to follow. 


We repeat that since the necessities of 
Europe have forced her to buy our food 
in return for her investments, it is evi- 
dent that during the war food prices will 
be high and security prices, especially 
bonds, will be low. These are the two 
facts of greatest economic significance 
to us. To the country as a whole they 
defer some of our. pleasures till after the 
war. Uncle Sam will cut down for the 
present on his eating and drinking, his 
clothes, shelter, and amusements in or- 
der to share his rations with Europe. In- 
stead of the pleasures foregone he will 
invest—not in new enterprises at home, 
but in old ones—American and possibly 
European also—purchased of Europe. 
We can never have our cake and eat it 
too. In this case we shall let Europe eat 
some of it on condition that she in turn 
shares hers with us after the war. More- 
over, we shall trade off a relatively small 
piece of our present cake for a relatively 
large piece of Europe’s future cake. In 
_ other words, Europe will fill up the great 
breach in her income now impending by 
inducing us to make a small breach in 
ours. The result will be that the course 
of our real income, that is, economic sat- 
isfaction or enjoyable consumption, will 
imitate in some degree that of Europe. 
This is, reduced to its lowest terms, the 
chief economic result of the war. 

But to many the question is, do we 
gain or lose, as compared with what 
might have been the case if there had 
been no war? I do not think any one 
can answer that question with certainty. 
Europe is willing to mortgage its future 
to us on terms very advantageous to us; 
but when the future comes, the purchas- 
ing power of money will probably be so 
much lessened as to have absorbed all 
our advantage. Probably we shall lose 


slightly on the whole. But it is not eco- 
nomically impossible that there will be 
a net gain. In either case the net effect 
will, I believe, be small. 

Of more importance will be the various 
effects on various classes. Certain peo- 
ple will be greatly benefited by the rise 
in food prices and the fall in security 
prices. The farming classes will profit 
by the former; the investing classes by 
the latter. Those who have the good 
fortune to belong to both classes will 
grow rich. The farmer who is in a 
position to save money will both make 
more money to save and be able to 
invest it more. advantageously after he 
has saved it. If he lends to his neighbors 
he will find the market rate of interest 
high. Even if he buys more land the 
purchase price will be restrained from 
the great rise we might expect from the 
prosperity of farming by the fact that 
the “number of years purchase,” as the 
phrase is in England, will be small, or, 
in other words, that the interest basis, 
which enters into every land price, will 
be high. 


Labor Will Not Suffer Much. 


On the other hand the general con- 
sumer of farm products will suffer from 
another advance in that part of his cost 
of living, while the debtor classes will 
suffer from the fall in bonds or rise in 
interest. Many speculators on the Stock 
Exchange, those who have speculated 
for a rise, are in effect undoubtedly | 
ruined already, and many borrowers at 
banks on collateral security will feel the 
pinch from the depreciation of their 
property and the hard terms of renewing 
their loans. 

And the laboring man, who forms the 
majority, what of him? It seems im- 
probable that he will be greatly affected, 
that is, on the average. He will have 
to pay more for his food, and food con- 
stitutes more than a third of his budget. 
But some articles he buys will probably 
fall and he may secure higher wages be- 
cause of the withdrawal of competing 
laborers. Some labor may rise, especially 
in the industries benefited by the war, 
such as, for instance, farming and other 
food industries, canning, flour mills, 
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sugar, &c., the automobile industry and 
perhaps ammunition and steel. In other 
industries thrown out of gear for lack 
of foreign markets or for lack of for- 
eign raw material, the wage earner may 
lose in wages and employment. In othet 
words, labor will be dislocated in spots, 
like the other parts of our industrial 
machinery. 


Important dislocations will be felt in 


the fields of shipping and banking. One 
consequence is that American enterprise 
has now the golden opportunity to cap- 
ture a good share of each. The outbreak 
of the war and the simultaneous opening 
of the Panama Canal will tend to divert 
the course of trade from Europe to South 
America. Probably our merchant ma- 
rine can be developed more successfully 
for this South American trade than it 
could for the European trade. New 
York can largely take the place of Lon- 
don as the world’s exchange centre for 
Pan-American trade. This opportunity 
is increased by the possibilities in the 
new Banking act for the establishment 
of branch banks abroad. 

With these opportunities and the rise 
of interest in Europe, the United States 
will change to a great degree from a 
debtor to a creditor nation. 

One of the dislocations of the war in 
the United States will be the cutting off 
of imports of a large part of our dutiable 
commodities, and therefore the loss of 
national revenue. There is an urgent 
need to compensate for this loss by some 
other form of tax. 


But it is well not to lose perspective, 
to remember that dislocations are not 
necessarily losses, that, however loudly 
they are proclaimed in news columns, 
they are small in extent, when considered 
in relation to our whole trade, that this 
country of ours is a vast one, and that 
the rank and file of Americans will be 
but slightly affected by the war—espe- 
cially by contrast with our friends, now 
fighting each other, across the sea. 

We are too nearly self-supporting to 
be prostrated. Our foreign trade is and 
always has been a trifling matter com- 
pared with our internal commerce. The 
internal commerce paid for by money 


and checks annually in the United States 
amounts to nearly five hundred billions 
of dollars, which is more than a hundred 
times as much as our combined exports 
and imports. 


Almost all of what has been said so 
far had grown out of the prospect that 
the prices of foods and other materials 
needed in Europe will be high, while the 
prices of securities which Europe does 
not need and cannot afford will be low. 
Other prices will rise or fall according 
to special circumstances. Like a bomb- 
shell, the effect of the war will be to dis- 
perse or scatter prices at all angles of 
rises and falls. The prices of luxuries 
will be lowered. The prices of chemicals 
will be raised. The same article will 
fall in price in one country and rise in 
another if the transportation from the 
former to the latter is interfered with. 
This is true today of cotton. 


There has already been a speculative 
movement to anticipate these changes 
and arbitrarily to mark some prices up 
and some prices down. But as this is 
guesswork, and will be subject to fre- 
quent revision, one of the striking phe- 
nomena will doubtless be an increase in 
the variability of prices. The general 
level of prices will tend to rise. The 
rise will probably be greatest in littie 
countries like Belgium, which are in the 
war zone and largely dependent on for- 
eign trade. The rise will be less in 
England and in the United States than 
on the Continent. In fact, it is con- 
ceivable that in England the hoarding 
of money and the shock to credit, which 
is as predominant there as it is here, 
may actually lower the general level of 
prices during the war, especially if we 
could include in the index number the 
prices of securities, luxuries, and articles 
of English internal trade. If any nation 
tries the old experiment of paying its 
bills in irredeemable paper money, that 
desperate expedient will have the same 
result that it did with us during the 
civil war. Inflation of the currency will 
expel gold from that country and raise 
its price level higher than elsewhere. 


After the war is over prices will prob- 
ably not retreat, but will move upward 
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even faster than before. There may then 
come the familiar “boom” period, which 
may culminate in a commercial crisis in 
a few years after the close of the war, 
as was true after the Crimean war, the 
American civil war, and the Franco- 
Prussian war. The rebound will probably 
be fastest in England. Statistical price 
curves of many nations usually show an 
upward turn when war begins and an- 
other when it ends. The war will thus 
aggravate a rise of prices already in 
prospect. 


It would take considerable space to 
give, completely, the reasons for these 
prognostications, but I have tried to jus- 
tify them in a brief addendum to a book 
to be issued this week on “ Why Is the 
Dollar Shrinking?” 


The sudden lightning bolt of war pro- 
duced as one of its first economic effects 
a general dislocation of credit machinery 
in Europe and to some extent in this 
country. We heard at once that letters” 
of credit of travelers in Europe were un- 
cashable. Gold was hoarded everywhere. 
It is estimated that about $30,000,000 in 
gold was hoarded in New York in the 
first week in August. Runs on banks 
were frequent. Bank reserves were de- 
pleted. 


The moratorium was resorted to to 
avoid a general cataclysm of bankrupt- 
cies which might have occurred — not 
from actual insolvency but from mere in- 
suffiency of cash. 

To me one of the most striking phe- 
nomena was the promptness and effect- 
tiveness of the co-operative actions by 
which, so far, any business cataclysm has 
been avoided. The closure of Stock Ex- 
changes perhaps saved us from general 
financial panic. Most striking of all is 
the manner in which the Governments 
of the world have come to the rescue, of 
business. Those of us who were brought 
up in the old laissez-faire school have 
to rub our eyes. Had the world been 
guided by laissez-faire ideas, in this 
emergency we should in all probability 

have witnessed by this time the greatest 
collapse of credit the world has ever 
seen. Almost all the large and effective 
measures to meet the many emergencies 


arising were taken by Governments. The 
moratorium must be counted among the 
Governmental acts which, so far at least, 
have saved the day for business credits. 
In England the Government permitted 
suspension of the Bank act, (not of the 
Bank, as many Americans seem ‘to 
imagine. ) 


Improvised Accounting Methods. 


The Bank of England has been enabled 
to rediscount a great mass of accept- 
ances by the guarantee of the British 
Government against loss in so doing. 
These in the end will amount to several 
hundred millions of dollars. Emergency 
notes were issued by Governmental au- 
thority on both sides of the Atlantic, 
and in the arrangements made for spe- 
cial gold funds in Canada and in France 
the Govermnents of England and France 
played the important parts. Thus have 
been improvised methods of international 
accounting by which the transportation 
of gold balances may be deferred and 
largely dispensed with. Our own Gov- 
ernment has co-operated in the currency 
exchange and credit situation in many 
ways. It made provision for sending 
gold to Europe for our stranded country- 
men. It promptly revised the banking 
and shipping laws. 


Whether further instability will be 
found to need such bolstering we cannot 
be sure. The present outlook is that 
business conditions are fairly sound and 
stable. In which direction across the 
Atlantic the title to gold will tend to 
change cannot as yet be foreseen. It 
will depend largely on how much Europe 
wants our products and how large a 
sacrifice she is willing to make in selling 
us her securities. It will also depend 
on possible issues of paper money. For- 
tunately, we are the happy possessors 
of over $1,500,000,000 in gold, and it is 
inconceivable that any large part of this 
should flow out—unless we should be so 
insensate as to inflate the currency. 


If we keep our heads, we shall at the 
end of the war be in the proud position 
of being the only great nation whose 
economic resources have not even been 
strained. 


Effects of War on America 


‘ By Roland G. Usher. 
Head of Department of History at Washington University; author of 
‘‘ Pan-Germanism,”’ “ The Rise of the American People,”’ &c. 


From The Boston Transcript, Sept. 2, 1914. 


| ac events of the last few days of 
July, 1914, showed the Americans 

3 the far-reaching effects of a 
state of war. There are now 

few who would say, as used to be so 
common, that a European war would 
make no difference to us. The closing of 
the New York Stock Exchange, the great 
shipments of gold and its consequent 
scarcity in the United States, the clos- 
ing of the New England cotton mills, the 
cessation of export to Europe and of 
transatlantic communication with the 
Continent were instantaneous effects of 
a war 3,000 miles away obvious even to 
the apathetic and the heedless. With 
these we have not here to do; such are 
already past history. There is, however, 
a legitimate field for speculation as to 
the probable effects on the United States 
of the continuation of the state of war in 
Europe for months or years. The per- 
manent results of a war naturally cannot 
be predicted in advance, but in the light 
of the history of the past, certain changes 
and developments in the United States 
appear so probable if the war continues 
‘as to reach almost the realm of certainty. 


Needless to say, the European war will 
not involve the United States in actual 
hostilities. It is highly improbable that 
either our army or our navy will see 
service. We are too distant from the 
seat of war; too entirely devoid of inter- 
ests the combatants might seriously in- 
jure which a resort to war could remedy; 
too completely incapable of aiding or 
abetting one or the other in arms to cause 
them to assail us. Even were we not as 
a nation of a peaceable disposition, even 
had we not a President blessed with a 


singularly clear head and able to keep his 
temper, we should still stand little chance 
of going to war. One eventuality alone 
might affect us—Japan might attempt 
some measures of aggression in the Far 
East whieh would interest us as pos- 
sessors of the Philippines, but that is 
practically foreclosed by her official an- 
nouncement that she will side with Eng- 
land. The effects of the war upon the 
United States will be indirect effects; 
they will be economic in character, though 
far-reaching and significant for every 
man, woman, and child in the country. 


The economic structure of the United 
States rests today upon the assumption 
of the interdependence of international 
trade, upon an international division of 
labor, where England makes some things, 
Germany others, and we still more, all 
of which are exchanged. In a sense each 
country manufactures and produces for 
the whole world, and in turn expects the 
rest of the world to buy its products and 
to manufacture and produce things for 
its consumption. While something of 
this sort has always been true in inter- 
national trade, the process reached dur- 
ing the nineteenth century an unprece- 
dented development which actually made 
countries interdependent, or, if you will, 
actually dependent for the necessities of 
life upon each other’s prosperity and 
continued activity. Hand in hand went 
the expansion of the international credit 
structure, based upon public confidence 
in the mutual honesty of merchants, until 
finally personal checks have begun to be 
exchanged (between the United States 
and England at least) at par and without 
investigation or previous indorsement by 
the banks on which they were drawn. 
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With the outbreak of war a striking 
and artificial change, a totally uneco- 
nomic and unnatural factor, came to 
transform the situation and leave the 
United States for all practical purposes 
in contact with only two of her really 
large customers. We have no merchant 
marine and cannot therefore avail our- 
selves of our neutral status to trade with 
the belligerents. We shall be compelled 
(for a time at least) to ship in English 
bottoms to such ports as English ships 
can make—which will practically be lim- 
ited to England, France, Portugal, Spain, 
and the Mediterranean ports. The ordi- 
nary commercial roads to Russia through 
the Baltic are automatically closed by the 
location of the German fleet, and prob- 
ably England and France, deprived of 
other outlets for their own trade, will 
nearly monopolize the trade with Russia 
through the Mediterranean and the Black 
Sea. 

On the other hand, the mobilization of 


armies and fleets in Europe will draw, 


millions of men from the field and fac- 
tories where they have been accustomed 
to make what we have usually bought. 
The war will vastly diminish and in many 
cases stop altogether the stream of im- 
ports to the United States. These mill- 
ions of men in the field and on the sea 
will not possess most of the economic 
wants they had in time of peace and will 
become censcious of many which they 
usually did not feel. The war will dimin- 
ish and in many cases entirely stop the 
stream of ordinary American exports to 
Europe. Because of the stoppage of the 
European supply of things we have usu- 
ally bought of them, and the cessation of 
a European demand for things we have 
usually sold to them, the conditions cf 
the home market, both in regard to what 
we must buy in it, and to what we must 
sell in it, will be vitally changed. When 
our present supplies of European im- 
portations are exhausted, we shall be 
obliged to make for each other and buy 
from each other the things which we 
happen to be no longer able to import or 
export. A great readjustment of the 
economic fabric in the United States 
will take place if the war lasts longer 
than a comparatively short time. 


How long a time that must be will de- 
pend entirely upon the sharpness of the 
break in the economic life of Europe, and 
the amount of supplies they have on 
hand, which, as they will not now need 
them at home, they will be anxious to 
sell in the United States. Indeed, it 
would not be surprising if there was 
for a short time a glut of English and 
French manufactured goods in the 
United States market. 


Europe May Depend On Us. 


Of late years the commercial relation- 
ship between the United States and 
Europe has changed very greatly. For 
centuries we were a debtor community, 
buying largely from Europe, possessed 
only of crude staple products for export, 
and searcely able by a series of expedi- 
ents and exchanges to pay for what we 
bought. Tobacco for many decades, then 
cotton, were the only commodities of 
which much was exported direct to 
Europe. Then came, during the Euro- 
pean famines of 1846, 1861, and 1862, 
an enormous demand for American grain. 
Yet only during the last few decades 
have we been able to export largely 
manufactured products or been able to 
deal with Europe on an equality of 
terms. We are no longer a debtor 
nation; we are no longer dependent 
upon Europe; the United States is an 
integral and essential part of the inter- 
dependent international economic fabric. 
Indeed, if the war continues ten years, 
Europe may be dependent upon us. 


In a sense we are not ready to meet 
the crisis. During the last ten or fifteen 
years the exports of foodstuffs have 
fallen off greatly, and the supply in this 
country has actually declined in propor- 
tion to population. There has been also 


a most marked increase in the ex- 
ports of manufactured goods and 
a decided increase in the importa- 


tion of raw materials, including food- 
stuffs. Now will come an enormuos de- 
mand from Europe for the very things 
of which we have not produced so much 
and exported little or nothing—bacon, 
eggs, butter, beef. The demand will 
also be greatly increased for woolen 
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cloth, raw leather, shoes, steel in all its 
forms, railroad equipment of all sorts, 
automobiles and machinery, and, in par- 
ticular, coal and gasoline. To supply 
this demand old industries will be ex- 
panded and new ones created, and a shift 
of capital and labor will inevitably take 
place to the industries for which a de- 
mand becomes clear in Europe, as soon 
as it seems reasonably certain that the 
war will last beyond the present year. 


An American Merchant Marine. 


Above all, an American merchant 
marine is likely to be seen again upon 
the seas. There will be German ships 
in plenty for sale, in all probability, un- 
less Germany wins an immediate victory 
on the sea, and the advantage of an un- 
questioned neutral status, easily obtained 
by a bona-fide purchase, will be so great 
that American capital will probably in- 
vest largely in freight steamers and 
ocean liners. It seems entirely unlikely 
that England, while she remains mistress 
of the seas, should recognize as valid the 
registration in the United States of ves- 
sels actually owned by belligerents or re- 
gard as anything more than masquerad- 
ing their appearance under the American 
flag. England has never recognized any 
one’s “right” to do anything at sea in 
time of war which did not accrue di- 
rectly to her own benefit. It is scarcely 
necessary to say that she will not allow 
trade with Germany or Austria while she 
can prevent it. The only refuge will be 
the sale of the ship by the foreign owner 
to Americans who will trade with Eng- 
land, her allies, and strictly neutral na- 
tions. As always in time of war, priva- 
teering and smuggling will be profitable, 
and trade with Germany, unless she is 
immediately victorious at sea, will offer 
to the adventurous plenty of risk and the 
certainty of huge profits. During the 
Napoleonic wars the flats and bars of the 
German coast along the North Sea of- 
fered light vessels a great opportunity 
and the pursuing warships great ob- 
stacles. A modern motor-driven light 
craft will now have an enormous advan- 
tage over destroyers or cruisers. Here, 
as a century ago, many an American will 
find an opportunity to make a fortune. 


s 


The preoccupation of Europe with the 
war and the opening of the Panama Canal 
will afford the United States an un- 
rivaled opportunity to develop trade with 
Canada, South America, Australia, New 
Zealand, India, China, and the Far East 
in general. We have never bulked large 
in the eyes of these countries and there 
has been much speculation as to the rea- 
sons why the German succeeded so well 
in South America and why the English- 
man did so much business in China. 
Whether from sentiment or from a na- 
tional habit that prefers English goods, 
the English colonies have bought more 
largely of the mother country than they 
have of us. But now that the war has 
closed the German factories, called Ger- 
man commercial agents home, and sent 
German ships racing to neutral harbors; 
now that the Panama Canal brings us 
some thousands of miles nearer to Aus- 
tralia and New Zealand than they are to 
London via Suez; now that England will 
be busy manufacturing for Europe and 
will have less to sell her colonies, these 
particular parts of the world will proba- 
bly be compelled to look for their manu- 
factured goods to the United States. In- 
deed, if one were not afraid of being ac- 
cused of gross exaggeration, he might 
take heart and proclaim his conviction 
that a long and really inclusive European 
war would give the United States a prac- 
tical monopoly of the South American 
and Pacific trade, provided always that 
the United States acquire by purchase a 
merchant marine and that the Panama 
Canal becomes feasible in January for 
large ships. 


Foreigners Leaving America 


One other effect of the war has al- 
ready begun to reveal itself in the em- 
igration from America of thousands of 
Servians, Austrians, Russians, Germans, 
Frenchmen, going home to take their 
places in the ranks. While many of these 
men are brave and honorable citizens, 
the fact that they respond to such a call 
proves them not yet Americans. The war 
will tend to remove a goodly part of the 
distinctly foreign element in the coun- 
try, the part not yet amalgamated, and 
therefore the part most alien to our in- 
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stitutions and the most difficult to place 
in our social structure. If the war con- 
tinues, Europe will draw every able- 
bodied man who ¢an be influenced to go. 
Far more important, immigration will 
probably become negligible not only dur- 
ing the war, but for some time after it. 
Usually the reason for leaving home lies 
in the crowded population of European 
States and the lack of opportunity for 
advancement, plus the glib tongue of 
some agent of a contractor or of a 
steamship company. In recent years 
those who have come have not been de- 
sirable additions to our population be- 
cause they came from nations alien in 
blood, language, religion and institutions, 
and were not therefore easily knit into 
our national structure and absorbed. 
There will be little, if any, further im- 
migration. The men are wanted for the 
army and will not be allowed to leave 
during the war. After peace is restored, 
they will be imperatively needed in the 
fields and factories and every effort will 
be made to retain them. In fact, it does 
not take any wild stretch of the imagina- 
tion for one acquainted with the results 
of the Thirty Years’ War and of the 
Napoleonic wars to conceive that, from 
the view of economic opportunity and 
rewards, Europe might become a more 
favorable scene for the truly capable and 
ambitious than America is today. The 
tendency of a war is to.absorb the best 
of a nation and to leave the dregs. For 
the power of organization and the fire 
of initative Europe will at no distant 
date be ready to pay well. 


The Effect of Economic Readjustment. 


Unquestionably the economic read- 
justment which the war will force upon 
the United States will have an immediate 
and serious effect on individuals. Some 
will profit largely and promptly. All 
who at present possess large stocks of 
food, leather, oil, woolen cloth will be 
able to dispose of them at enormous 
profits. From the greater volume of 
freight the railroads will benefit di- 
rectly. But while the farmers and cattle- 
men, the steel and oil kings are rejoicing 
in the opportunity, all industries which 


depend chiefly upon exportation or which 
manufacture an amount beyond the nor- 
mal American demand, will be closing 
the factories or curtailing the output. 
For a time certain individuals, perhaps a 
relatively large number of individuals, 
will suffer inconvenience, loss, anxiety, 
and even privation. But the vast demand 
for labor in other industries, and the al- 
most certain extensive demand for rela- 
tively unskilled labor ought not to make 
the period of transition long or the 
amount of suffering considerable. After 
all, the vast majority of the people of 
the United States are connected with 
farming, with the manufacture or pro- 
duction of the very things for which 
there will most likely be a great demand, 
or with the transportation and distribu- 
tion of both imports and exports to the 
rest of the community. In certain indus- 
tries, like the manufacture of cotton 
cloth, which is localized in New England 
to such an extent that whole districts 
are dependent upon it for a livelihood, 
the distress will be great, for the fac- 
tories closed upon the declaration of war 
and the workers are a long distance from 
the Western fields, where laborers are 
only too scarce. The cheapening of trans- 
portation, the rapidity of communication, 
the superior mobility of the population - 
today over ten years ago, make it prob- 
able that these people will soon find new 
places. 

Concomitant with the war came a rise 
of prices. Foodstuffs especially ad- 
vanced sharply and will certainly con- 
tinue to rise until some material increase 
of the supply is assured beyond a per- 
adventure. The tendency in England 
and above all on the Continent for the 
cities to buy great supplies to guard 
against possible want will increase this 
tendency. But, without question, should 
the war last, a rise in the whole level 
of prices of everything, including labor, 
will take place in the United States. It 
will affect some individuals adversely, 
but for most will be in the long run 
almost negligible. For those who actually 
produce or handle goods which advance 
in price the result will be a profit, be- 
cause the price of the commodity they 
have to sell will almost certainly ad- 
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vance sooner and faster than the prices of 
the commodities they themselves are com- 
pelled to buy. In time the two will equal- 
ize and they will be precisely where they 
were before the war; they will pay out 
with one hand what they take in with 
the other. In nearly all cases where 
the individual produces or shares in the 
production of an actual commodity a 
general rise in prices, even to the extent 
which this war threatens to produce, 
will be to him only a temporary advan- 
tage or disadvantage. True, wages and 
salaries in industrial pursuits will not 
quite keep pace with the rise in food- 
stuffs, and factory workers and clerks 
will not benefit to the same extent nor 
as soon as the farmers will. People 
whose incomes are derived from stocks 
in the businesses which prosper will 
probably receive much more than they 
pay by reason of the increased prices of 
other commodities, and certainly cannot 
be worse off than before. 


America’s Real Sufferers. 


The real sufferers in America will be 
those who hold stock in the enterprises 
which fail or cease to operate, and that 
far larger class who are dependent on a 
fixed salary. Professors and teachers of 
all sorts and grades; people living on 
annuities or small incomes derived from 
bonds or real estate; those dependent on 
the rent derived from leases for a term 
of years of dwelling houses, office build- 
ings and the like, these will lose a mate- 
rial amount, exactly in proportion to the 
rise in prices. To that extent, the pur- 
chasing power of the stated number of 
dollars they receive will depreciate and 
that much they will lose beyond a perad- 
venture. In time, some relief will be af- 


forded by a tardy rise in salaries, by the 


expiration of leases and the payment of 
bonds,. but the actual losses of the inter- 
vening years have never been in any way 
refunded in like cases in the past. 


For some individuals, then, the Euro- 
pean war will spell strict economy; for 
a comparatively few, let us hope, ruin. 
For the country as a whole, considered 
as a social and economic unit, a long 
war will introduce an era of astounding 
prosperity. Never before has the coun- 
try-had, and certainly it will never again 
have, almost a monopoly of the world’s 
trade thrust into its hands. The United 
States will have only one real competitor, 
England, and, should the English Navy 
prove itself less capable than is expected, 
or should England and her colonies be 
forced to order a general mobilization of 
their armies, the United States might 
conceivably remain the only great mer- 
cantile community to which the world 
could look for supplies. No such eventu- 
ality need be predicated to prove that the 
continuation of this war or a series of 
wars will create a demand for manufac- 
tured goods such as our merchants have 
never dreamed of. And they will com- 
mand war prices. It means employment 
with rich reward for capital and labor 
alike—a vastly increased foreign market, 
a much greater domestic market, high 
prices, and a steadily voracious demand 
for the entire output. The result will 
be the rapid diversification of industry in 
the United States, the creation of indus- 
tries never before possible because of Eu- 
ropean competition, the invention of ma- 
chines to. meet new needs. The normal 
economic development will be accelerated 
decades. 

After the close of the European war, 
when manufacturing and production are 
resumed, America will find herself over- 
producing and face to face with another 
economic readjustment necessary to meet 
the new situation. Then will ensue a com- 
mercial crisis with all its attendant suf- 
fering and trouble such as the United 
States has probably never seen and 
which will be violent and serious in pro- 
portion to the length of the war. 
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Germany of the Future 


AN INTERVIEW WITH M. DE LAPREDELLE. 


Exchange Professor from the University of Paris at Columbia University. 


of the great war’s significance have 

been less common than British views 

and far less frequent than German 
views. Therefore, this talk with M. de 
Lapredelle, Exchange Professor from the 
University of Paris at Columbia, will 
have especial interest. 


q° the American press French views 


This very distinguished Frenchman, 
although but 48 years old, has won high 
eminence in his native land, especially in 
the domain of international law, which is 
his branch at the University of Paris. 
Also he is Directeur de Recuel des Arbi- 
trages Internacioneaux, he is the editor 
of The International Law Review in 
Paris, he is a member of the Committee 
on International Law for the French De- 
partment of Justice, he is a member of 
the French Committee on Aerial Navi- 
gation, he is General Secretary of the 
French Society of International Law, 
and he occupies other important posts 
and bears other important scholastic 
honors. 

He is a cautious conversationist, as 
might be expected of one who has so 
deeply delved into the most cautious of 
all professions, but in the mind of the 
thoughtful reader this should add to the 
value of his utterances, which, as ex- 
pressed in the following columns, were 
carefully revised by him before going 
into type. 

I asked M. de Lapredelle to estimate 
the great war’s probable effect upon 
education. 

“Of course it is too early to guess 
intelligently,” he replied, “for the effect 
of the war will be dependent entirely 
upon the results of the war, and, while 
we of the Allies have no doubt of our 


ultimate victory, it is the fact that vic- 
tory has not been won as yet by either 
side. 


“Tn talking with you my impulse is to 
assume what I feel in my heart—the 
certainty of German defeat, but I must 
not do that, although all the letters which 
I get from the front and from Paris ex- 
press a growing confidence in the victory 
of the Allies. 


“ But it is too early to attempt intelli- 
gent detailed prophecy as to the effect 
of the great struggle upon the world’s 
philosophy, or upon any other phase of 
its intellectual development. 


“ Almost certainly, however, a reaction 
against certain Germanic influences will 
be apparent after the war ends, for the 
world will not want ever to risk repeti- 
tion of the horrors of this struggle, and 
it will be plain that they were the in- 
evitable fruit of Germany’s attempt at 
intellectual domination. 

“This German assumption was due, 
largely, to their victory in 1870, but it 
went far beyond the bounds of reason, 
far beyond the fields in which German 
achievement really had established legiti- 
mate supremacy. 

“The momentum of victory often has 
led humanity into excess. It led Ger- 
many into excessive claims of social su- 
periority and into an excessive assump- 
tion of intellectual supremacy. Even in 
the eyes of others it gave Germany an 
unwarranted intellectual prestige. 

“Really, the German is not a big 
thinker; he is. an immensely careful 
thinker. 

“Above everything, the German is an 
observer—a very diligent observer—and 
his mental eyes are likely to be so close 
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to the wall that he sees only a single 
brick in it, wholly failing to get a com- 
prehensive view of the whole structure. 

“Germans are very careful students. 
They attach a vast importance to detail. 
I think it is not unfair to say that, with 
the German, the smaller, the more mi- 
nute the detail, the more it interests him. 
The German loves to write a big book on 
a small subject, and, loving it, he does it 
well. 

“ But there are more exalted tasks, as, 
for example, the writing of big books 
upon big subjects, giving the world fresh 
visions of new and far-flung vistas. The 
German loves to catalogue and catalogues 
almost with genius; he loves to deliver 
long lectures upon microcosms. 


“ Cataloguing and the near-sightedness 
which may arise from intense study of 
the atom, to the exclusion of the collect- 
ive organism, whether that collective or- 
ganism be the human individual or the 
social mass, may render immense service 
to the world, but it never will be the 
only service necessary, and, if pursued to 
the exclusion of all other investigations, 
such study is likely to produce an aggra- 
vated narrowness of vision. Narrow 
vision is certain to eventuate in self- 
ishness. 


“The Germans became selfish after 
this fashion. The present struggle is 
the war of selfishness against world ad- 
vance. 

“Tnnumerable, or at least many, indi- 
viduals have furnished smaller parallels 
to the course which Germany has taken 
as a nation. The individual with the 
truly and exclusively scientific mind is 
likely to go too far into abstractions, 
built from a possible misinterpretation of 
minutiae. 

“The ideal national intellectual de- 
velopment will combine both fact and 
theory, will join rationalism to idealism, 
and will be far more like that of certain 
nations which I shall not name than it 
will be like that of Germany. These na- 
tions which I shall not name have both. 

“Tn other words, it seems to. be the 
fixed idea of the German that the Ger- 
man civilization is the only civilization; 
but it is not the thought of France or 


England that their civilizations are the 
only ones. 


“This very lack of what may be de- 
fined as national egotism in France and 
England enables these nations to work, 
as Germany does not, for world science 
and world development—the growth of 
civilization as a whole. 


“Germany’s scientific work is for Ger- 
man science, she thinks of civilization 
only as German civilization. The world’s 
other great nations—and may I say the 
world’s great Latin nations especially? 
—internationalize their science and their 
civilization. 

Why the Philosopher Is Important. 


“One must be struck by the fact that 
Germany’s critical philosophy formed 
the basis of her educational system and, 
therefore, the basis of her social sys- 
tem, and that it had in it the basis of the 
war. 

“Tt cannot be denied, I think, that her 
education, as well as her politics and 
militarism, directly pointed to this great 
conflict. Indeed, the industrialism, the 
politics, the philosophy of Germany all 
find their logical expression in present 
events. 

“ Hegel was the first, in the beginning 
of the last century, to insist upon the 
ideas which, already being paramount in 
him, quickly became paramount in his 
followers, serving as the basis for the 
development of Prussia. To him this 
represented all and everything; to him 
divinity on earth was incarcerated in the 
State, and, therefore, the development of 
the State, not justice, was, in his mind, 
the object of all law. 

“Since this beginning that has been 
the consistent German viewpoint, and in- 
creasingly so. The glorification of the 
State has included, of necessity, the sac- 
rifice of the individual, and this has been 
conducted ruthlessly in Germany itself. 

“Of course the State which considers 
it right to sacrifice the individuals of its 
own citizenship will be sure to consider 
it right to sacrifice the individuals of 
other nations’ citizenships. 

“That explains why international law 
never has been considered binding by 
the German; it explains why interna- 
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tional law was not considered binding 
when Belgium stood in the path of Ger- 
many’s march toward Paris. 

“International law never has bound 
the German; it never will tind him until 
he changes his national psychology. 

“Thering, one of Germany’s greatest 
theoretical jurists and a scholar in the 
matter of Roman law, declared, ‘ Right is 
the child of might.’ He did not say 
exactly that right is might, but he de- 
fined it as ‘ the child of might.’ 

“That may be taken as the German 
keynote, for this man is of such great 
influence in Germany that his utterances 
must have an enormous effect. 

“Treitschke, the historian, in his 
teaching in Berlin, naturally drew some 
of his inspiration from these two men. 
For him the State need consider no law 
save that which will promote its own 
expansion. 

“Moral law, he holds, need not and 
must not stand in the way of the pros- 
perity and growth of States, as it fre- 
quently must obstruct the prosperity and 
growth of individuals. 

“Under this theory the State has two 
functions—these are, inside the country, 
to make law; outside the country, to 
make war. Germany denies ‘the right 
of an extraneous law to decide upon the 
details of right and wrong within a 
country, and that is why Germany defies 
and even denies international law. 

“Tf it happens that a treaty which 
the State has entered into later proves 
to be obstructive to some expansion 


which is thought to be a necessity of. 


the State’s destiny, that treaty may be 
disregarded with the full approval of 
Germany’s national morality, although 
similar conduct on the part of an indi- 
vidual in Germany would be considered 
highly reprehensible. 

“The State may bind itself to secure 
advantage, but, also, it may unbind itself 
to secure advantage, and this without 
consultation with, or the approval of, 
the other party or parties to the contract. 

“This theory becomes confusing to the 
student reared in other nations under 
different educational influences. It in- 
dicates beyond contradiction that Ger- 
many feels no sense of duty toward 


other nations, but only an obligation to 
further her own interests. 

“Germany has immense patriotism 
but no humanitarianism. Her only duty 
is to herself. Her national egotism can 
be characterized by no other word than 
selfishness. 

“Tt is a curious phenomenon that at 
a time when humanitarianism in its 
broadest sense has become the keynote 
of all other of the great nations it has 
not become at all the keynote of German 
civilization. 

Teutonic Superexcitation. 


“Tt is impossible that such pride, such 
a sense of arrogant national superiority 
as that which marks Germany, should 
maintain among a democratic people; it 
is possible only to a very aristocratic 
country. What has happened is its log- 
ical outgrowth in the country which it 
has infected. 

“In Germany this sense of national 
pride, of intolerance of others, even of 
contempt for others, has been developed 
until it amounts to superexcitation. It 
not only affects Germany’s relations to 
other peoples, but it affects the rela- 
tions of Germans to one another. 

“Different classes of the German 
population continually exhibit it in their 
dealings with one another. 

“Tt is continually illustrated in those 
events which have been the wonder of 
visiting foreigners—episodes of the con- 
temptuous ill-treatment of subordinate 
German soldiers by their superiors. It 
goes beyond that, manifesting itself in 
the treatment of all civilians by the low- 
est soldier, and, further still, in the at- 
titude even of the lowest civilian to all 
foreigners, even the highest. 

“The German individual may not con- 
sider himself superior to all individuals 
of other nationalities, but he will be sure 
to consider his nation so far superior to 
every other that there can be no compari- 
son between it and them. His is a pe- 
culiar arrogance. It is not at all per- 
sonal; it is purely national; but none the 
less it is arrogance, and all arrogance is 
dangerous. 

“A hierarchy always exists in aristo- 
cratic countries; the hierarchical idea 
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has been developed further in Germany 
than elsewhere. 

“This has given Germany an unfortu- 
nate impulse. If to this impulse we add 
that other born of all her various vic- 
tories since 1866, especially those which 
were won while Germany was realizing 
Bismarck’s dream of triumph ‘through 
fire and blood ’—her industrial victories, 
her scientific advance, her social prog- 
ress—and consider the Germanic ten- 
dency toward egotism, we do not find 
ourselves surprised when we find, ex- 
amine, and appraise exactly what we 
have today in Germany. 


“The perversion of national sentiment 
into national arrogance has been the def- 
inite, although, perhaps, unrealized and 
unintended, aim of every educational in- 
fluence which has been at work in Ger- 
many since 1870. It has amounted to an 
unparalleled perversion of a nation’s sen- 
timent toward all the outside world. 

“This war marks the crisis of this 
German pride. 

“Germany’s course throughout has 
borne all the earmarks of a national ego- 
mania. The whole German people, as a 
nation, not always, perhaps, as individ- 
uals, have fallen victim to the most co- 
lossal attack of ego-mania which the 
world ever has known. 

“ Combine this ego-mania with another 
delusion—the entirely unjustified conclu- 
sion that Germany was the object of a 
worldwide persecution—and it is un- 
necessary to search further for the 
causes of the war, just as it is unneces- 
sary to search further for reasons for the 
combination of practically all other Eu- 
rope against Germany. 

“What would German victory mean to 
the world, if German victory came, save 
the worldwide dominance of German 
egotism, imposed at the expense of every 
other people? France would not escape, 
England would not escape, and, I assure 
you, you, America, would not escape. 
German victory would be far more than 
a European disaster—it would be a world 
disaster. 

“Of all the nations in the world per- 
haps the United States and France have 
stood most notably for the ideas of in- 


ternational justice. This really makes 
your interest in the outcome of the pres- 
ent war indirectly as great as ours. 


“T cannot see how the people of the 
United States can feel otherwise than 
that not only their hearts but their rea- 
son demands victory for the Allies, not 
because of any wish for the destruction 
of Germany, but because of the wish for 
the preservation of the world. 


“Indeed, it is inconceivable that vic- 
tory for the Allies can mean destruction 
for Germany. It can mean only the de- 
struction of German militarism, which 
has brought about the perversion of the 
German mind. 


“No abler mind exists. Its release 
from the thralldom which has fettered it 
would be a vast world service, would, in- 
deed, be a vast benefit_to Germany her- 
self. It is curious, but true, that I be- 
lieve Germany’s own salvation depends 
upon her absolute defeat in this great 
war. 


“A few weeks before the war began 
Prof. Schucking expressed regret that 
Germany—that is, the German Govern- 
ment—should be so antagonistic to inter- 
national spirit. The fact that he made 
this expression shows that, in spite of 
and beyond military Germany, the in- 
tellectual élite, the cream of the élite in 
Germany, has remained faithful to the 
traditions of the great philosopher, Kant. 

“The intellectual élite—the cream of 
the élite—therefore. may be absolved 
from all responsibility. Loyalty to the 
teachings of Kant will make it possible 
for the friends of humanity in all nations 
to join with Germany for human advance- 
ment on the basis of universal justice. 

“ After the victory of the Allies a new 
Germany will appear; it will be a liberal 
Germany, willing to renounce the nar- 
row Prussian ideals, finding again the 
old German ideal in its disinterested 
form, a Germany which will be able to 
join hands with other nations, to help 
them in taking up again the works of 
international civilization, which Prussian 
Germany herself brutally brought to an 
end, with insolent scorn of right—an act 
for which she is now paying and must 
pay the penalty.” 


Germany the Aggressor 


By Albert Sauveur. 


Professor of Metallurgy at Harvard University. 


To the Editor of The New York Times: 


ERMAN professors and editors 
e and other German sympathizers 
in the present struggle of nations 
have attempted the difficult task 
of convincing the American public, first, 
that Germany was not the aggressor, 
and, second, that she is conducting a 
war of civilization directed primarily 
against Russia, that Europe may not 
fall under Muscovite domination. The 
German Chancellor has made similar 
claims, while in the German “ White 
Paper,” published in full in THE NEW 
York Times of Aug. 24, it is likewise 
attempted to fasten the responsibility for 
this war on Germany’s opponents. 


A close and impartial study of both the 
English and German “ White Papers” 
must suffice to convince the reader that 
Germany clearly was the aggressor and 
that England made every possible effort 
first to prevent a war between Austria 
and Servia and later to localize the con- 
flict. Germany, on the contrary, by in- 
sisting from the start that there should 
be no intervention in the settlement of 
the dispute between Servia and her ally, 
Austria, made a European war inevi- 
table. The sophistry, inaccuracies, and 
unwarranted conclusions of the German 
professors and editors have not helped 
their cause. The irrefutable facts re- 
main, first, that Austria with the knowl- 
edge and approval of Germany presented 
to Servia an ultimatum so worded that 
she knew that the conditions imposed 
could not be complied with by any nation 
retaining a spark of self-respect; second, 
that after Servia had accepted Austria’s 
ultimatum with the single exception of 
the most offensive clause, which she 
proposed to submit to arbitration, Aus- 
tria, with Germany’s consent, proclaimed 
herself unsatisfied and immediately de- 
clared war on Servia; third, that Ger- 
many and Austria knew that a war with 


Servia meant a war with Russia, and 
that a war with Russia meant a general 
European conflagration; fourth, that 
Germany declared war on Russia, started 
the invasion of France before declaring 
war, and, by refusing to respect the 
neutrality of Belgium, to which she was 
solemnly pledged, forced both Belgium 
and England into the war. In the face 
of so flagrant a violation of all senti- 
ments making for peace no sophistry will 
avail in attempting to protect Germany 
from the odium of being responsible for 
the greatest calamity the civilized world 
has ever seen. 


We are told that Germany is conduct- 
ing this war in the interest of civiliza- 
tion, that her chief purpose is to protect 
Europe from the domination of the Slav. 
And to ward off this Muscovite danger 
Germany is at present making desperate 
efforts to crush England and France, 
the standard bearers of democracy in Eu- 
rope! In her war for civilization she is 
employing the methods of barbarian 
tribes, methods condemned by civilized 
nations and which have already horrified 
the world. It is hardly conceivable that 
Russia, which the German Chancellor 
describes as a semi-Asiatic, slightly cul- 
tured barbaric nation, could have com- 
mitted in Belgium the atrocities imputed 
to the Germans had she conquered that 
country in similar circumstances. 


It is manifest that Germany’s supreme 
desire is to fasten Teutonic rule on Eu- 
rope, to crush Russia, to be sure, but also 
to crush France and French civilization 
and to reduce England to the rank of a 
second-class nation. It is obvious that 
this is a struggle between militarism and 
its evils as represented by the Hohen- 
zollern dynasty and democracy as repre- 
sented by England and France. 

ALBERT SAUVEUR. 
Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass., 
Sept. 5, 1914. 


Militarism and Christianity 


By Lyman Abbott. 


A Letter to The New York Sun. 
Editor in Chief of The Outlook; author of numerous works on theology, 


religion, and democracy. 


To the Editor of The New York Sun: 
N answer to your request for a state- 
| ment of the causes and meaning of 
the European war I write with 
necessary brevity, both because of 
the limits on my time and the limits on 
your crowded columns. 


What is the cause of the explosion of 
a powder magazine? The gases stored 
in the powder. The lighted match is the 
occasion, not the cause of the explosion. 
The cause of the European war is the 
spirit of envy, jealousy, selfishness and 
suspicion in the so-called Christian na- 
tions. The assassination by a Servian 
of the Crown Prince of Austria was only 
the lighted match which set the Euro- 
pean combustibles in flame. 


In the United States we recognize the 
truth that the interests of each-State are 
identical with the interests of the Union, 
and that no State can permanently pros- 
per by reason of the misfortune of its 
neighbor. In the German Empire since 
its unification each principality similarly 
recognizes that the interests of the Ger- 
man Empire and the interests of the sev- 
eral principalities are essentially identi- 
cal. But there is no such recognition of 
the common interest binding the warring 
nations of Europe together. 


Each nation looks with envy on the 
prosperity of its neighbor and acts upon 
the assumption that its neighbor is a 
rival, and that its own commerce and 
wealth can be built up only at the ex- 
pense of its rival. New York is quite 
willing that the harbor of Boston should 
be improved. Bremen is quite willing 
that the harbor of Hamburg should be 
improved. The west coast of England 
does not object to harbor facilities on the 
east coast of England. But Germany 
envies England’s harbor facilities, and 
England and Germany are both resolved 


to prevent if possible Russia from get- 
ting harbor facilities on the Mediter- 
ranean Sea. Not every individual Ger- 
man, Austrian, Frenchman, and English- 
man holds this opinion, but the policies of 
these nations are governed by this spirit 
of international rivalry. 


A striking illustration of this spirit, 
perhaps the most striking illustration in 
modern international life, is furnished by 
the military party in Prussia. Gen. 
Bernhardi, in a volume entitled “ Ger- 
many and the Next War,” has given 
what may be regarded as a semi-official 
interpretation of German militarism. He 
holds that life is a struggle for existence, 
with a survival of the fittest, and the 
strongest is the fittest; that a military 
organization constitutes the true strength 
of a nation; that there is no higher power 
in human life, certainly none in interna- 
tional life, than the power of physical 
force; that only the strong nation has a 
right to exist, and he objects to interna- 
tional arbitration because it recognizes 
the right to life of a small nation. In 
this volume he calls on Germany to es- 
tablish a “world sovereignty ” by force 
of arms, and he indicates what should be 
the twofold purpose of Germany in the 
next war, namely, to crush France and 
to establish such world sovereignty of 
Germany. 


Militarism to Blame. 


It was this spirit which led Germany 
into the_present war; this spirit which 
denied that Belgium had any rights 
which Germany was bound to respect; 
this spirit which inspired the military 
party in Germany to ‘regard its treaty 
with France and England guaranteeing 
the neutrality of Belgium as only a 
“scrap of paper,” and this spirit which 
could not and apparently still does not 
comprehend why Belgium should be 
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bound in honor to defend her neutrality, 
or why England, with no very direct and 
immediate interests to protect, should 
feel herself bound to come to the defense 
of her weaker neighbor. 


The delay of the German Army, which 
is likely to prove disastrous to her de- 
signs, has demonstrated in her own cho- 
sen field that there is a force in national 
honor and national conscience which can 
put up a very efficient resistance to 
Krupp guns. 


It is a great mistake to suppose that 
all Germany is actuated by this spirit of 
militarism. Frederick William Wile, for 
over seven years the chief German cor- 
respondent of The London Daily Mail, in 
an article in The Outlook recently said: 
“There are 66,000,000 Germans; 65,000,- 
000 of them did not want war; the other 
million are the war party.” But he adds 
that now Germany is absolutely united 
and that the Germans will not stack arms 
“till the last among them capable of 
shouldering a rifle is incapacitated, till 
the last copper pfennig capable of pur- 
chasing ammunition of war has vanished 
from their impoverished grasp.” 

There is in this nothing extraordinary. 
Whoever is responsible for bringing on 
the war, the interests, the welfare, and in 
some sense the honor of Germany are 
apparently involved in it. And yet it 
may be true, and I believe it is true, that 
the defeat of Germany will be its salva- 
tion, for it will be the overthrow of the 
spirit of militarism inherited from Fred- 
erick the Great, and this has been the 
bane of the German Empire. 

In our civil war-there was at first only 
a minority in most of the Southern 
States in favor of secession, but when 
the national troops invaded Virginia the 
South was as united for State independ- 
ence as the North was for national union, 
and yet today it will be difficult to find 
anywhere in the South an intelligent man 
who does not recognize the truth that 
the defeat of secession and the emanci- 
pation of the slave have been of inesti- 
mable benefit to the Southern States. 

I make no attempt here to apportion 
the responsibility for this war between 
the several powers engaged in it. How- 
ever this responsibility must be shared 


among them I can see but one meaning 
in the awful campaign. The victory of 
Germany would mean the victory of 
Prussian militarism. The defeat of Ger- 
many will mean the defeat of Prussian 
militarism, the rehabilitation of Germany 
as a great industrial and educational 
power in the world, and probably the 
practical overthrow of military autocracy 
in all Western Europe. 


Divine Right of Kings Obsolete. 


The campaigns of Napoleon ended for 
Western Europe the Divine right of 
Kings. The campaigns of the Allies will 
end for Western Europe the Divine right 
of the armed man. The Russo-Japanese 
war gave to Russia its first representa- 
tive assembly, the Duma. It is not un- 
reasonable to hope that the present 
European war will result in greatly en- 
larging the powers of the Duma and 
establishing true constitutional govern- 
ment in Germany, a government in 
which the Ministry will be responsible 
not to the Emperor but to the Reichs- 
tag; and the power both of the purse 
and the sword will not be in the hands 
of an aristocratic oligarchy but in the 
hands of the common people. 

Tt is not strange that men should point 
to this, perhaps the greatest war of his- 
tory, as an evidence that Christianity is 
a failure. If Christianity professed to 
be able by a miracle to transform human 
nature at once, such a war would be 
fatal to its claim. But no such claim 
can be made for Christianity. It is a 
great human movement, a phase of the 
gradual evolution of man, governed by 
conscience and reason, out of the brute, 
governed by appetite and passion. 

Man as he is seen in the world to day is 
an unfinished product. He is in the mak- 
ing. The best that can be said of a Chris- 
tian is that he is further along toward 
the goal of humanity than the barbarian. 
Theological doctrines such as the Trinity, 
the Atonement, and the like are not the 
essential doctrines of Christianity. The 
essential doctrine is that life is a strug- 
gle for others as well as for self; that in 
this struggle every one owes a duty to 
his neighbor, and the stronger he is and 
the greater the need of his neighbor the 
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more imperative is his duty; that as the 
father and the mother care for, educate 
and govern their child until he grows able 
to care for, educate and govern himself, 
so always the strong men and women 
owe the duty ‘of protection, education, 
and, in some measure, government to the 
weaker of the human race until they have 
outgrown the need for it. 

In so far as autocracy is the rule of 
the few for the benefit of the few it is 
paganism. In so far as democracy is 
the rule of the many for the benefit of 
the many it is Christianity. He who. be- 
lieves this will perhaps believe with me 
that in a true sense this is a religious 
war, the war of conscience, honor, the 
moral sense against the rule of the bayo- 
net and the bullet. 


The cynic who thinks this war demon- 
strates the failure of Christianity should 
not forget such facts as the heroic strug- 
gle of Belgium to maintain her neutral- 
ity, the resolve of England at every cost 
to maintain her pledges to Belgium, the 
Red Cross following the armies in the 
field and ministering to the sick, the 
wounded and the suffering, regardless of 
their nationality, the general kind treat- 
ment to prisoners, accentuated by some 
very horrible exceptions, and all this con- 
trasted with the enslaving, torturing, the 
crucifying, the flaying alive of prisoners 
captured in war by barbaric nations be- 
fore the dawn of Christianity. 


LYMAN ABBOTT. 
Cornwall-on-Hudson, Sept. 17, 1914. 


VIGIL. 


By HORTENSE FLEXNER. 


dim, uncertain ages, 
I have waited in the cave and hut and 
tower, 
From the first dawn’s nameless fear 
To the death-list posted here 
I have slain my soul in waiting, hour by hour. 


| HAVE waited with my mothers down the 


Under pelt of beast, trap-taken, or the leaves 
by chance winds blow, 
Under tunic, peasant hemp, or cloth of gold, 
By the fire, in low flame burning, 
I have crouched in silence, yearning, 
And as now, my helpless heart has waited 
cold. 


Ancient is the part I play—like a cloak of 
heavy mourning, 
I take it, bending, from a million women’s 
hands. 
They have worn it, they have torn it, 
Agonizing, they have borne it, 
And its folds are dark with heart-break 
of all lands. 


Oh, the woman figure standing, with the 
face toward the horizon, 
Oh, the hand above the eyes to ease the 
strain! 
Gaunt and barren, stricken, lonely, 
With the empty memories only, 
We have stood, the dry-eyed sentries of our 


pain. 


Nothing we can do to stop them, nothing we 
‘can say to hold them; 
Taking sunlight, laughter, youth, they swing 
away, 
And the things they leave grow strange, 
House and street and voices change, 
But the women and the burdened hours stay. 


I have waited with my mothers down the 
dim, uncertain ages, 
While my children die, I pray the centuries 
through, 
And I wonder in my fear 
At the death-list posted here 
If God has left the women waiting, toa! 


Nietzeche and German Culture 


By Abraham Solomon. 


A Letter to The New York Evening Post. 
S= Those who trace the German 


militaristic doctrines to Nietzsche’s 
influence commit Pastor Mander’s 
sin when he told Mrs. Alving to 
bar from her library a book which he had 
never read. Nietzsche was an inveterate 
enemy of efficiency, astigmatic with re- 
gard to practical life, and he never 


worked out a philosophy in the accepted - 


sense of the term. He was a lyric poet 
who wrote psychology when he failed to 
sustain the poetic mood. In the Enga- 
dine and at Sils-Maria, brooding in a 
rocky void wherein he touched the sharp 
edge of infinity, he sang a Dionysian 
hymn to life against the melancholy 
products of German learning and against 
those Nihilistic snares which he thought 
lurked in Christian doctrine. There he 
worked out the mystic idea of “Eternal 
Recurrence” and his song of Zarathustra 
with the bell strokes of noon. : 


What he knew of history he used for 
an analysis of values, and not for State 
polity. He shrank from the irritations 
of reality, and he had little patience with 
the national mania cultivated after Sedan, 
warning his country that their victory 
was not one of a superior culture, that 
Germany had no style but a barbaric 
mixture of many styles; and he pointed 
out the essential difference between cul- 
ture and erudition. 


His unfinished work, “The Will to 
Power,” was an attempt to house his 
lyric passions in an architectural frame. 
The facade of the structure, as posthu- 
mously revealed to us, is an indication 
that he was really engaged in building a 
Tower of Babel. Power, Affirmation, 
Yea-Saying he considered the attributes 
°of life, and he found in them recompense 
for his weakness and his lack of capacity 
for happiness. He was a master of the 


exquisite nuances of vision, but since he 
touched real life at the circumference, 
and not at the centre, his philosophical 
valuations are bizarre, and have only a 
literary value. 

It is superficial to make Treitschke 
and Bernhardi his disciples, as some 
American writers have made Roosevelt 
his disciple. Treitschke is a heavy-footed 
historian who raised the axiom of self- 
preservation into a philosophy of force. 
Von Bernhardi’s book, though extreme 
in its expression, is based on the funda- 
mental truth that if Germany desired a 
just proportion of oversea territories (a 
proportion denied her by England) she 
would have to gain it by force of arms. 
In the development of this idea he makes 
many generalizations calculated to daz- 
zle the multitude and to imbue it with 
the courage to expansion. Treitschke 


would have rested in obscurity but for 


the war; Bernhardi does not pretend to 
talents as a philosopher. 

The real origin of Germany’s policy in 
the last forty years may be derived from 
the eminently practical and direct mind 
of Bismarck. From reading of history 
he learned that chicane and force had 
been utilized as the roads to power, of 
which fact he found ample demonstration 
in the histories of England and Russia. 
He proved himself a true adept by using 
chicane and force to achieve German 
unity, after the theorists had failed. 

Those who glibly condemn a lyric 
philosopher in order to make out a case 
against Germany reveal the weakness of 
their position. It is strange that these 
lantern-eyed critics haven’t ctted Heine 
as an enemy of democracy because he 
adored Napoleon. Was it because Heine 
lived for years in Paris on the adulation 
of advanced feminines ? 

ABRAHAM SOLOMON. 

New York, Oct. 18, 1914. 


Belgium’s Bitter Need 


By Sir Gilbert Parker. 


Sir Gilbert Parker, M. P., went to Holland 
at the request of the American Committee 
for the Relief of Belgium a week ago to in- 
quire into the work of the committee and the 
needs of the Belgians. 

Sir Gilbert visited frontier towns and the 
camps of the refugees for the purpose of 
making a personal investigation into the con- 
ditions. That he is deeply impressed by the 
desperate need of the Belgians may be gath- 
ered from the following graphic statement 
and appeal, dated Dec. 5, 1914, to the Ameri- 
can people: 

INCE the beginning of the war the 
S hearts of all humane people have 
been tortured by the sufferings 
of Belgium. For myself the 
martyrdom of Belgium had been a night- 
mare since the fall of Liége. Whoever or 
whatever country is to blame for this 
war, Belgium is innocent. Her hands are 
free from stain. She has kept the faith. 
She saw it with the eyes off-duty and 
honor. Her Government is carried on in 
another land. Her King is in the trenches. 
Her army is decimated, but the last deci- 
mals fight on. 


Her people wander in foreign lands, 
the highest and lowest looking for work 
and bread; they cannot look for homes. 
Those left behind huddle near the ruins 
of their shattered villages or take refuge 
in towns which cannot feed their own 
citizens. 


Abyss of Want and Woe. 


Many cities and towns have been com- 
pletely destroyed; others, reduced or 
shattered, struggle in vain to feed their 
poor and broken populations. Stones and 
ashes mark the places where small com- 
munities lived their peaceful lives before 
the invasion. The Belgian people live 
now in the abyss of want and woe. 

All this I knew in England, but knew 
it from the reports of others. I did not, 
could not, konw what the destitution, 
the desolation of Belgium was, what 


were the imperative needs of this people, 
until I got to Holland and to the borders 
of Belgian territory. Inside that terri- 
tory I could not pass because I was a 
Britisher, but there I could see German 
soldiers, the Landwehr, keeping guard 
over what they call their new German 
province. Belgium a German province! 


There at Maastricht I saw fugitives 
crossing the frontier into Holland with 
all their worldly goods on their shoulders 
or in their hands, or with nothing at all, 
seeking hospitality of a little land which 
itself feels, though it is neutral, the pain- 
ful stress and cost of the war. There, 
on the frontier, I was standing between 
Dutch soldiers and German soldiers, so 
near the Germans that I could almost 
have touched them, so near three Ger- 
man officers that their conversation as 
they saluted me reached my ears. 


I begin to understand what the suf- 
ferings and needs of Belgium are. They 
are such that the horror of it almost 
paralyzes expression. I met at Maast- 
richt Belgians, representatives of mu- 
nicipalities, who said that they had food 
for only a fortnight longer. And what 
was the food they had? No meat, no 
vegetables, but only one-third of a sol- 
dier’s rations of bread for each person 
per day. At Liége, as I write, there is 
food for only three days. 


What is it the people of Belgium ask 
for? They ask for bread and salt, no - 
more, and it is not forthcoming. They 
do not ask for meat; they cannot get it. 
They have no fires for cooking, and they 
do not beg for petrol. Money is of little 
use to them, because there is no food to 
be bought with money. 


Belgium under ordinary circumstances 
imports five-sixths of the food she eats. 
The ordinary channels of sale and pur- 
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chase are closed. They cannot buy and 
sell if they would. Representatives of 
Belgian communities told me at Maast- 
richt yesterday that the crops were 
taken from their fields—the wheat and 
potatoes—and were sent into Germany. 


No Work, but Taxes Continue. 


There is no work. The factories are 
closed because they have not raw mate- 
rial, coal, or petrol, because they have 
no markets. 

And yet war taxes are falling with 
hideous pressure upon a people whose 
hands are empty, whose workshops are 
closed, whose fields are idle, whose cattle 
have been taken, or compulsorily pur- 
chased without value received. 

In Belgium itself the misery of the 
populace is greater than the misery of 
the Belgian fugitives in other countries, 
such as Holland, where there have come 
since the fall of Liége one and a half 
million of fugitives. To gauge what 
that misery in Belgium is, think of what 
even the fugitives suffer. I have seen 
in a room without fire, the walls damp, 
the floor without covering, not even 
straw, a family of nine women and eight 
children, one on an improvised bunk seri- 
ously ill. Their home in Belgium was 
leveled with the ground, the father killed 
in battle. 

Their food is coffee and bread for 
breakfast, potatoes for dinner, with salt 
—and in having the salt they were lucky 
—bread and coffee for supper. Insuffi- 
ciently clothed, there by the North Sea, 
they watched the bleak hours pass, with 
nothing to do except cling together in a 
vain attempt to keep warm. 

Multiply this case by hundreds of 
thousands and you will have some hint 
of the people’s sufferings. 

In a lighter on the River Maas at Rot- 
terdam, without windows, without doors, 
with only an open hatchway from which 
a ladder descends, several hundred fugi- 
tives spend their nights and the best parts 
of their days in the iron hold, forever 
covered with moisture, leaky when rain 
comes, with the floor never dry, and per- 
vasive with a perpetual smell like the 
smell of a cave which never gets the light 
of day. Here men, women, and children 


were huddled together in a promiscuous 
communion of misery, made infinitely 
more pathetic and heartrending because 
none complained. 


At Rosendaal, at Scheveningen, Eys- 
den, and Flushing, at a dozen other 
places, these ghastly things are repeated 
in one form or another. Holland has 
sheltered hundreds of thousands, but she 
could not in a moment organize even ade- 
quate shelter, much less comforts. 

In Bergen-op-Zoom, where I write 
these words, there have come since the 
fall of Antwerp 300,000 hungry march- 
ers, with no resources except what they 
carry with them. This little town of 
15,000 people did its best to meet the 
terrible pressure, and its citizens went 
without bread themselves to feed the 
refugees. How can a small municipality 
suddenly deal with so vast a catastro- 
phe? Yet slowly some sort of order was 
organized out of chaos, and when the 
Government was able to establish refu- 
gee camps through the military the worst 
conditions were moderated, and now, -in 
tents and in vans on a fortunately situ- 
ated piece of land, over 3,000 people live, 
so far as comforts are concerned, like 
Kaffirs in Karoo or aborigines in a camp 
in the back blocks of Australia. The 
tents are crammed with people, and life 
is reduced to its barest elements. Straw, 
boards, and a few blankets and dishes 
for rations—that constitutes the ménage. 

Children are born in the hugger mug- 
ger of such conditions, but the good Hol- 
land citizens see that the children are 
cared for and that the babies have milk. 
Devoted priests teach the children, and 
the value of military organization illumi- 
nates the whole panoply of misery. Yet 
the best of the refugee camps would 
seem to American citizens like the dark 
and dreadful life of an underworld, in 
which is neither work, purpose, nor op- 
portunity. It is a sight repugnant to 
civilization. 

The saddest, most heartrending thing 
I have ever seen has been the patience 
of every Belgian, whatever his state, I 
have met. Among the thousands of 
refugees I have seen in Holland, in the 
long stream that crossed the frontier 
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at Maastricht and besieged the doors of 
the Belgian Consul while I was there, 
no man, no woman railed or declaimed 
against the horror of their situation. 
The pathos of lonely, staring, apathetic 
endurance is tragic beyond words. So 
grateful, so simply grateful, are they, 
every one, for whatever is done for 
them. 
None of the Refugees Begs. 

None begs, none asks for money, and 
yet on the faces of these frontier refu- 
gees I saw stark hunger, the weakness 
come of long weeks of famine. One 
man, one fortunate man from Verviers, 
told me he could purchase as much as 
2s. 8d. worth of food for himself, his 
wife, and child for a week. 

Think of it, American citizens! Sixty- 
six cents’ worth of food for a man, his 
wife, and child for a whole week, if he 
were permitted to purchase that much! 
Sixty-six cents! That is what an ay- 
erage American citizen pays for his din- 
ner in his own home. He cannot get 
breakfast, he can only get half a break- 
fast, for that at the Waldorf or the 
Plaza in New York. 

This man was only allowed to pur- 
chase that much food if he could, be- 
cause if he purchased more he would be 
taking from some one else, and they 
were living on rations for the week 


which would represent the food of an. 


ordinary man for a day. A rich man 
can have no more than a poor man. It 
is a democracy of famine. 


There is enough food wasted in the 
average American household in one day 
to keep a Belgian for a fortnight in 
health and strength. They want in Bel- 
gium 300,000 tons of food a month. 
That is their normal requirement. The 
American Relief Committee is asking 
for 8,000 tons a month, one-quarter of 
the normal requirements, one-half of a 
soldier’s rations for each Belgian. The 
American Committee needs $5,000,000 a 
month until next harvest. It is a huge 
sum, but it must be forthcoming. 

Of all the great powers of the world 
the United States is the only one not at 
war or in peril of war. Of all the fore- 
most nations of the world the United 


States is the only one that can save Bel- 
gium from starvation if she will. She 
was the only nation that Germany would 
allow a foothold for humanity’s and for 
Christ’s sake in Belgium. Such an oppor- 
tunity, such responsibility, no nation ever 
had before in the history of the world. 
Spain and Italy join with her, but the - 
initiative and resources and organization 
are hers. 

Around Belgium is a ring of steel. 
Within that ring of steel are a disappear- 
ing and for ever disappearing population. 
Towns like Dendermonde, that were of 
10,000 people, have now 4,000, and in Den- 
dermonde 1,200 houses have fellen under 
the iron and fire of war. Into that vast 
graveyard and camp of the desolate only 
the United States enters with an ade- 
quate and responsible organization upon 
the mission of humanity. 

No such opportunity was ever given to 
a people, no such test ever came to a 
Christian people in all the records of 
time. Will the American Nation rise to 
the chance given to it to prove that its 
civilization is a real thing and that its 
acts measure up with its inherent and 
professed Christianity ? 

I am a profound believer in the great- 
heartedness of the United States, and 
there is not an American of German 
origin who ought not gladly and freely 
give to the relief of people who, unless 
the world feeds them, must be the rem- 
nant of a nation; and the world in this 
case is the United States. She can give 
most. 

The price of one good meal a week for 
a family in an American home will keep 
a Belgian alive for a fortnight. 

Probably the United States has 18,- 
000,000 homes. How many of them will 
deny themselves a meal for martyred 
Belgium? The mass of the American 
people do not need to deny themselves 
anything to give to Belgium. The whole 
standard of living on the American Con- 
tinent, in the United States and Canada, 
is so much higher than the European 
standard that if they lowered the scale 
by one-tenth just for one six months the 
Belgium problem would be solved. 

I say to the American people that they 
cannot conceive what this strain upon 
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the populations of Europe is at this mo- 
ment, and, in the cruel grip of Winter, 
hundreds of thousands will agonize till 
death or relief comes. In Australia in 
drought times vast flocks of sheep go 
traveling with shepherds looking for food 
and water, and no flock ever comes back 
as it went forth. Not in flocks guided 
by shepherds, but lonely, hopeless units, 
the Belgian people take flight, looking 
for food and shelter, or remain paralyzed 
by the tragedy fallen upon them in their 
own land. 

Their sufferings are majestic in simple 
heroism and uncomplaining endurance. 
So majestic in proportion ought the relief 
to be. The Belgian people are wards of 
the world. In the circumstances the Bel- 


gian people are special wards of the one 
great country that is secure in its peace 
and that by its natural instincts of hu- 
man sympathy and love of freedom is 
best suited to do the work that should 
be done for Belgium. If every million- 
aire would give a thousand, if every man 
with $100 a month would give $10, the 
American Committee for the Reliet of 
Belgium, with its splendid organization, 
its unrivaled efficiency, through which 
flows a tide of human sympathy, would 
be able to report at the end of the war 
that a small nation in misfortune had 
been saved from famine and despair by 
a great people far away, who had re- 
sponded to the call, “ Come over and help 
us!” GILBERT PARKER. 


A CORRECTION. 


Under the head of “ Russia’s ‘ Little. 


Brother,’ ” on Page 364 of this magazine 
history, in its issue of Dec. 26, 1914, ap- 
peared a statement taken from The New 
York Sun of Oct. 12, 1914, and attributed 
to George Bakhmeteff, Russian Ambas- 
sador at Washington. Our attention has 
been called to the following editorial 
paragraph printed by The Sun on Oct. 
14, embodying the Russian Ambassador’s 
denial of its authenticity: 


The Sun on Monday printed in good 
faith what it believed to be an authorized 
statement of the views and sentiments of 
Mr. George Bakhmeteff, Russian Ambas- 
sador to the United States. Ambassador 


Bakhmeteff telegraphs to us from Wash- 
ington as follows: 

**T most emphatically deny having 
spoken one single word to the reporter 
who published an interview with me in 
your paper. I have not even seen one, 
and must insist on your publishing this 
very categorical and direct statement.’’ 

Of course, we publish the Ambassador’s 
denial not less in justice to our readers 
and to ourselves than to him, at the same 
time expressing our extreme regret that 
The Sun should have been led to believe 
that it was presenting the Russian case as 
viewed by Mr. Bakhmeteff with his full 
acquiescence. 


We add our cordial regret to that of 
The Sun that this repudiated statement 
should have gained further circulation.— 
Editor. 


[English Cartoon] 


Certainly Not! 


—From The Sketch, London. 
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TURKEY, THE OFFICE Boy (to his master) : Please, Sir, can I have 
a day off? | 
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